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ABSTRACT 
 
Whilst there is a growing body of research considering corporate social responsibility 
(CSR) communication, calls have been made to consider the ‘how’ of CSR 
communication (Maon, Lindgreen, & Swaen, 2010). The challenge with exploring 
this, however, is that communication research has largely been criticised for failing 
to consider the macro-phenomena impacting communication (Jones, Watson, 
Gardner, & Gallois, 2004; Lammers & Barbour, 2006). Limited attention, therefore, 
has been given to who organisations need to indicate their responsiveness to in 
relation to CSR and, in turn, why they communicate about certain activities in their 
CSR reports. Without exploring these ideas, and hence gaining an understanding of 
the macro-phenomena impacting CSR communication, we limit our understanding of 
the ‘how’ of CSR communication. This study sought to explore both the why of CSR 
communication and, in turn, the implications this may have for the how of CSR 
communication. To do this, this study drew on the notions of institutional theory, 
legitimacy, and rhetoric, and explored propositions drawn from these concepts to 
consider the why and how of CSR communication.  
 
In order to consider the macro-phenomena in relation to CSR communication, and in 
turn explore the why of CSR communication, this study drew on institutional theory, 
which provided a macro-level theoretical frame to consider communication. 
Institutional theory has previously been used in communication research, and 
suggests that there are specific sources and broader contexts within an organisational 
field that create meaning in relation to CSR, and may assist in explaining why 
organisations communicate about their CSR activities.  By drawing on DiMaggio 
and Powell’s (1983) conceptualisation of coercive, mimetic, and normative 
pressures, and Scott’s (1995, 2001, 2008) three ‘pillars’ that underlie institutional 
order – regulative, normative, and cognitive elements – this study argues that CSR, 
and in turn CSR communication, may be shaped by regulatory, professional and 
public/mimetic sources. 
 
Following an institutional theory perspective, the reason why organisations will 
respond to these regulatory, professional, and public/mimetic sources within their 
organisational fields is in order to appear or pursue legitimacy. This study drew on 
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Suchman’s (1995) conceptualisation of legitimacy, focusing specifically on the three 
types of legitimacy: pragmatic, moral and cognitive legitimacy. By drawing on 
previous work that highlighted the correlation between these types of legitimacy and 
each of the institutional pressures, this study premised that organisations engaging in 
CSR will respond to regulative sources in a bid to pursue pragmatic legitimacy, 
professional sources in a bid to seek professional legitimacy (which may be either 
pragmatic or moral in nature), and public/mimetic sources to pursue moral 
legitimacy. Here, it was also noted that once the social norms around CSR become 
institutionalised, cognitive legitimacy is generally sought. Together, the notion of 
institutional pressures and legitimacy can be used as a framework to consider the why 
of CSR communication and, in turn, the macro-phenomena impacting 
communication.  
 
In order to consider the how of CSR communication, this study drew on rhetoric – 
focusing specifically on the rhetorical devices of logos, ethos, and pathos – which as 
Ihlen (2011) highlighted, is a useful starting point for those that wish to charter the 
terrain of textual CSR strategies. Furthermore, through rhetoric, actors shape the 
legitimacy of practices by making persuasive arguments that justify and rationalise 
these practices (Green, 2004; Green, Li, & Nohria, 2009; Suddaby & Greenwood, 
2005). Given this, rhetoric is highly useful in developing an understanding as to how 
and why organisations communicate about CSR in the way that they do. Drawing on 
Green’s (2004) research which linked the rhetorical devices and the types of 
legitimacy, as well as an understanding of the rhetorical devices, this study 
highlighted that: logos may be used to pursue pragmatic legitimacy; logos, ethos, and 
pathos to pursue professional legitimacy; and ethos and pathos to pursue moral 
legitimacy. 
 
By highlighting the links between institutional pressures, legitimacy, and rhetoric, 
this study develops a proposed model that suggests why organisations engage in CSR 
communication (institutional pressures and legitimacy), and well as how they 
communicate (rhetoric). This model highlights that: (a) logos may be used in relation 
to regulative sources (to seek pragmatic legitimacy); (b) logos, pathos, or ethos may 
be used in relation to professional pressures (to seek pragmatic legitimacy); and (c) 
ethos or pathos may be used in relation to public/mimetic sources. 
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In order to explore this model, this study took the form of a qualitative study, 
drawing on a case study methodology within the specific context of a CSR report. By 
considering nine different organisations, from across three different industries, this 
research sought to explore the propositions derived from the literature, and consider 
both the why and how of CSR communication. 
 
By exploring these propositions from the model, this study was able to shed light on 
the fact that while the actual act of communicating about an activity may entail one 
type of legitimacy (termed institutional legitimacy), the way in which that activity is 
then communicated about may imply a different type of legitimacy (termed strategic 
legitimacy). The research found that there was often a disconnect between why the 
organisations were communicating about CSR activities in their reports (i.e. to 
appear legitimate in relation to the institutional pressures coming from the 
regulatory, professional, and public/mimetic sources), and how the organisations 
were communicating about CSR (i.e. in a way to pursue, manage, manipulate, foster, 
or negotiate legitimacy).  
 
More specifically, this study revised the model, and found that logos and ethos may 
be used in relation to regulative pressures and while the actual act of communicating 
about activities stemming from these pressures suggests pragmatic legitimacy, the 
language used in relation to these activities suggests cognitive, pragmatic, and moral 
legitimacy. In regards to professional pressures, logos and ethos may also be used, 
and while the actual act of communicating about activities stemming from 
professional pressures suggests pragmatic legitimacy, the language used in relation to 
these activities suggests cognitive, moral, and pragmatic legitimacy. Lastly, the 
findings highlight that in relation to public/mimetic pressures, logos, ethos, and 
pathos may also be used, and while the actual act of communicating about activities 
stemming from these pressures suggests pragmatic and cognitive legitimacy, the 
language used in relation to these activities suggests moral and cognitive legitimacy. 
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CHAPTER ONE 
 
Introduction 
 
"Today is your day. 
You're off to Great Places! 
You're off and away!" 
Dr Seuss 
 
1.1 Introduction  
This chapter presents an overview of the thesis, outlining the background to, and 
justification for, the research. The research questions underpinning this study are 
presented, along with the method guiding this research. Definitions of the key terms 
are also outlined. This chapter concludes by outlining the structure of the thesis.  
 
1.2 Background to research 
Corporate social responsibility (CSR) has taken hold as a global trend, with research 
by KPMG (2011) indicating that 64 per cent of each of the top 100 companies in 34 
countries are now reporting about their CSR activities. However, while we have 
continued to see CSR grow as a global trend, both in terms of the number of 
organisations becoming involved in CSR, and those communicating about their CSR 
activities, the social responsibility of corporations has been subject to an increasing 
number of debates, commentary, activities, scrutiny, media coverage, academic 
research, and theory building (Carroll & Shabana, 2010; Sahlin-Andersson, 2006).  
 
The difficultly surrounding CSR, both at a practical and theoretical level, is that it is 
an essentially contested concept, both in terms of defining what CSR actually is, as 
well as debates about who organisations need to be responsive to. For example, some 
scholars have suggested that CSR goes beyond compliance with the law 
(McWilliams, Siegel, & Wright, 2006). Others have highlighted that CSR should 
include the economic and legal expectations (Carroll, 1979, 1991; Carroll & 
Shabana, 2010) of relevant stakeholders. Additionally, it has been argued that many 
expect organisations to behave ethically, and also desire them to engage in 
discretionary and philanthropic activities (Ihlen, Bartlett, & May, 2011).  
Chapter One – Introduction 
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Furthermore, within an Australian context, CSR sits within a neoliberal philosophy, 
as evidenced by the government inquiry into CSR in 2005, and the subsequent 2006 
report, titled Corporate responsibility: Managing risk and creating value 
(Commonwealth of Australia, 2006). More specifically, the report supported the 
voluntary development and adoption of CSR and, in turn, CSR communication, and 
found that mandatory approaches to sustainability reporting would not be 
appropriate. CSR and its communication are, within an Australian context, self-
regulated by industries and organisations.  
 
The ongoing debates about what CSR is and who organisations need to be responsive 
to, paired with the neoliberal philosophy of CSR in an Australian context, in turn 
have implications as to what organisations address within their CSR reports. While 
CSR reports have become an important mechanism for organisations to demonstrate 
their ‘social responsibility’, the challenges with CSR communication, however, as 
previously highlighted, lie in the fact that CSR is essentially a social constructed 
concept, whereby expectations may come from disparate audiences with divergent 
expectations (Christensen & Cheney, 2011; Christensen, Morsing, & Thyssen, 2013; 
Grant & Nyberg, 2011). These factors suggest that to understand CSR 
communication, attention needs to be paid to the macro-phenomena impacting CSR 
communication.  
 
To date, however, communication research has largely been criticised for failing to 
consider the macro-phenomena impacting communication, instead having focused on 
individuals and interactions, or the micro-phenomena impacting communication. 
(Jones, Watson, Gardner, & Gallois, 2004; Lammers & Barbour, 2006). From a CSR 
communication perspective therefore, it can be suggested that limited attention has 
been given to who organisations need to indicate their responsiveness – or as this 
study positions it, legitimacy – to in relation to CSR and, in turn, why they 
communicate about certain activities in their CSR reports and the types of legitimacy 
this suggests. There is a need, therefore, for research to consider the multiple, and 
often disparate, audiences or sources that have socially constructed expectations in 
relation to CSR, and the impact these can have on the types of activities that 
Chapter One – Introduction 
3 
 
organisations perform, and subsequently communicate about, under the banner of 
CSR.  
 
Recent studies in CSR and CSR communication have begun to draw on institutional 
theory as a theoretical framework to consider the macro-phenomena impacting CSR 
communication (cf. Campbell, 2007; O’Connor & Shumate, 2010; Schultz & 
Wehmeier, 2010) and, in turn, shed light on whom organisations need to indicate 
their responsiveness to in relation to CSR. Institutional theory is a theoretical 
perspective that suggests organisations and their CSR activities are shaped by their 
institutional contexts (Greenwood, Oliver, Sahlin, & Suddaby, 2008), which consist 
of socially constructed norms, myths, or rationales that guide organisational 
behaviour and action (Meyer & Rowan, 1977). Known as institutional pressures 
(DiMaggio & Powell, 1983; Scott, 1995), these shed light on the actors (or 
stakeholders) and broader contexts that can guide organisational behaviour and 
action. This theoretical framework may assist in explaining why organisations 
communicate about certain activities within their CSR reports.  
   
By drawing on two of the dominant perspectives of institutional pressures – that 
being DiMaggio and Powell’s (1983) conceptualisation of coercive, mimetic, and 
normative pressures, and Scott’s (1995, 2001, 2008) three ‘pillars’ that underlie 
institutional order: regulative, normative, and cognitive elements – this study 
premises that CSR is shaped by regulatory, professional, and public/mimetic 
pressures. In other words, this research suggests that these regulatory, professional, 
and public/mimetic pressures shape the activities organisations are discussing within 
their CSR reports.  
 
Institutional theory highlights that organisations will respond to changing social and 
institutional pressures and expectations – or in other words, regulatory, professional, 
and/or public/mimetic pressures – in a bid to appear legitimate, or seek legitimacy 
(Deephouse, 1996; DiMaggio & Powell, 1983). Following Suchman (1995, p. 574), 
this research positions legitimacy as a “generalised perception or assumption that the 
actions of an entity are desirable, proper, or appropriate within some socially 
constructed system of norms, values, beliefs, and definitions”.  
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To further consider the why of CSR communication within the specific context of a 
CSR report, following Suchman (1995) and Deephouse and Suchman (2008), this 
study draws on the notion of pragmatic, moral, and cognitive legitimacy, which are 
said to “map neatly” (Haveman & David, 2008, p. 580) against the institutional 
pressures impacting an organisation. More specifically, this study explores the 
propositions highlighted in the literature which suggest that organisations will 
engage in CSR activities and, in turn, CSR communication, which are shaped by: (a) 
regulatory sources in a bid to seek pragmatic legitimacy, (b) professional sources to 
seek professional legitimacy (which may be moral or pragmatic in nature), and (c) 
public/mimetic sources to seek moral legitimacy.   
 
While it is important to consider why organisations are communicating about their 
CSR activities in their reports, this then raises the question of how organisations are 
communicating about their CSR activities in their CSR reports, particularly given 
these reports are often written to address the needs of multiple stakeholders, often 
with divergent expectations (Christensen & Cheney, 2011; Grant & Nyberg, 2011). 
Drawing on the institutional theory perspective therefore, this study considers how 
organisations are communicating about their CSR activities in their reports in a 
manner that indicates their legitimacy with the expectations of the various social, 
regulatory, and professional pressures impacting CSR.  
 
Rhetoric is a type of persuasive communication that enables actors to try to shape the 
legitimacy of practices by making persuasive arguments that justify and rationalise 
these practices (Green, 2004; Green, Li, & Nohria, 2009; Suddaby & Greenwood, 
2005).  According to Ihlen (2011), the field of rhetoric can be highly useful for 
researchers to focus on and understand the specific textual strategies used by 
organisations when they communicate about their CSR practices. Given the current 
literature suggests that rhetorical devices can be used by organisations to seek 
legitimacy in relation to institutional pressures, this thesis draws on the notion of 
rhetoric to consider how organisations communicate about their CSR activities in 
their reports. 
 
More specifically, this study draws on the rhetorical devices of logos (logical 
arguments), ethos (credibility and trustworthiness), and pathos (emotive arguments), 
Chapter One – Introduction 
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all of which may be used to build and construct different types of legitimacy. 
Building on Green (2004) and Marais’ (2012) research, this research premises that 
logos or pathos may be used to build and construct pragmatic legitimacy, whilst 
ethos or pathos may be used to build and construct moral legitimacy.  
 
By building on the current links between institutional pressures and legitimacy, and 
legitimacy and rhetoric, this study offers a proposed model to consider how 
organisations use rhetoric to seek or indicate legitimacy in relation to institutional 
pressures within the context of CSR communication. In doing so, this proposed 
model suggests that: logos and/or pathos could be used to communicate about 
activities shaped by regulatory pressures; ethos and/or pathos to communicate about 
activities shaped by public/mimetic sources; and logos, ethos, and/or pathos to 
communicate about activities shaped by professional sources, given professional 
legitimacy may be moral or pragmatic in nature (see Deephouse & Suchman, 2008). 
To date, however, questions remain about what types of rhetoric may be used to 
achieve certain types of legitimacy. Furthermore, although there are studies linking 
rhetoric and legitimacy, they have largely failed to consider the context (i.e. 
institutional pressures) impacting communication, which, as Ihlen (2011) has argued, 
is an important element of rhetorical analysis. The opportunity to explore how 
rhetoric is used to seek and indicate legitimacy in relation to institutional pressures 
may be particularly fruitful in order to shed light on why and how organisations 
communicate about CSR in the way that they do.  
 
The aim of this research therefore is to consider the why and how of CSR 
communication, by drawing on institutional theory, legitimacy, and rhetoric. More 
specifically, this research aims to explore the proposed model linking institutional 
pressures, legitimacy, and rhetoric, and address the contradictions noted in the 
literature in relation to this model. In doing so, this research seeks to consider the 
macro-phenomena impacting CSR communication and, in turn, provide insights into 
how organisations are using rhetoric to seek and indicate legitimacy in relation to the 
institutional pressures they face.  
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In order to reach the aims of the thesis, this study draws on a qualitative, case study 
methodology to address the three main research questions (RQs) underpinning this 
study, along with a number of sub-research questions (SRQs): 
 
RQ1: Why are organisations communicating about their CSR activities? 
SRQ1a: What institutional pressures underpin the activities being discussed 
in the CSR reports? 
SRQ1b: What type of legitimacy does this infer in relation to each of the 
institutional pressures? 
 
RQ2: How are organisations communicating about their CSR activities? 
SRQ2a: What type of rhetoric is being used in relation to each of the 
institutional pressures? 
SRQ2b: What type of legitimacy does this infer in relation to each of the 
institutional pressures? 
 
RQ3: Is there alignment between why organisations are communicating about their 
CSR activities and how they are communicating about their CSR activities? 
 
1.3 Justification for research 
1.3.1 Significance of original contribution to body of knowledge 
This research advances the current body of knowledge in relation to CSR 
communication by considering the macro-phenomena impacting CSR and, in turn, 
the implications this has for how organisations communicate their CSR activities to 
indicate and seek legitimacy. By drawing on institutional theory, legitimacy, and 
rhetoric, the study explores propositions alluded to in the current literature between 
these three theories, and uses the findings of this research to offer a model that 
addresses the why and how of CSR communication, within the specific context of a 
CSR report. 
 
1.3.2 Theoretical justification 
Firstly, whilst there is a growing body of research considering CSR communication, 
calls have been made to consider the how of CSR communication (Maon, Lindgreen, 
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& Swaen, 2010). The challenge with exploring this, however, is that communication 
research has largely been criticised for failing to consider the macro-phenomena 
impacting communication (Jones et al., 2004; Lammers & Barbour, 2006). To date, 
limited attention has been given to who organisations need to indicate their 
responsiveness to in relation to CSR and, in turn, why they communicate about 
certain activities in their CSR reports. Without exploring these ideas, and hence 
gaining an understanding of the macro-phenomena impacting CSR communication, 
we limit our understanding of the how of CSR communication. This study seeks to 
address these gaps by exploring both the why of CSR communication and, in turn, 
the implications this may have for the how of CSR communication, by drawing on 
the notions of institutional theory, legitimacy, and rhetoric.  
 
Secondly, while there are a number of authors who have considered how 
organisations should deal with the complexities of CSR communication by drawing 
on the notions of institutional pressures, legitimacy, and/or rhetoric, a critical review 
of this research reveals that whilst they do provide insights in relation to CSR 
communication, little attention has been given to considering the interplay between: 
(a) the different pressures on organisations impacting on CSR communication, (b) 
the implications this has in relation to creating messages that indicate and seek 
legitimacy in the eyes of multiple audiences with divergent interests, and (c) the way 
in which language can be used to rationalise and justify organisations’ activities.  
 
Thirdly, while the current literature suggests links between institutional pressures, 
legitimacy, and rhetoric, to date, the three concepts have not been linked. Given this, 
the proposed model developed in Chapter Two linking these concepts has not been 
empirically investigated. Furthermore, as Chapter Two outlines, while the proposed 
model has been developed from the literature to date, there are a number of 
contradictions noted in the literature which warrant consideration. These 
contradictions include the fact that: (a) pragmatic, moral, and cognitive legitimacy 
can “co-exist in the real-world” (Suchman, 1995); and (b) the rhetorical devices can 
be used in conjunction with each other (Ihlen, 2011).  
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1.3.3 Practical justification 
Research suggests that CSR practices are generally developed and communicated by 
public relations practitioners (Bartlett, 2011; Black, 2008). However, the challenge 
for practitioners is the need to be transparent when they communicate about CSR (cf. 
Chen & Bouvain, 2009), whilst at the same time, indicating that they are responsive 
to the needs of multiple constituencies or stakeholders. This is particularly important 
given KPMG (2011) reports that the number of companies now reporting on CSR 
has continued to rise, so much so that whilst CSR reporting “was once merely 
considered an ‘optional but nice’ activity, it now seems to have become virtually 
mandatory for most multinational companies, almost regardless of where they 
operate around the world”.  
 
CSR is increasingly complex, with multiple stakeholders placing expectations on 
organisations in relation to CSR, some of which may be in relation to the same 
activity (Christensen & Cheney, 2011). When it comes to CSR communication 
therefore, the key challenge for public relations practitioners is to manage the 
complexities associated with the communication of this concept in a way that 
addresses the various pressures and expectations that impact CSR, and in a manner 
that highlights the legitimacy and transparency of the organisation. With 
organisations’ CSR communication being scrutinised in the past by regulators, the 
media, and organisations’ stakeholders, managers need to understand the crucial role 
language plays in seeking and indicating legitimacy. 
 
1.4 Method 
While most research in both CSR and institutional theory tends to be quantitative in 
nature (Lockett, Moon, & Visser, 2006; Suddaby, 2010), in order to successfully 
investigate the research questions, this research is underpinned by a critical realist 
perspective (Archer, 1995; Fleetwood, 2005; Maxwell, 2012) and draws on a 
qualitative methodology (Marshall & Rossman, 2006). More specifically, this thesis 
utilises a case study method, with a multiple-case, embedded design (Yin, 2009), 
drawing on nine organisations across three industries.  
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Five sources of evidence, all of which take the form of documentation, are used in 
this study. The nine organisations’ CSR reports from 2010 are the primary source of 
data used in this study, whereby this source of evidence is used to find tangible 
references to the institutional pressures impacting communication and to consider the 
rhetoric used by the organisations. Given quality case study research relies on 
multiple forms of evidence (Yin, 2009), four additional sources of evidence are used 
to gain a deeper understanding of the implications the various institutional pressures 
– regulative, professional, and public/mimetic – have on the organisations’ CSR 
communication. More specifically, relevant legislation and regulations are used to 
consider regulative pressures, while professional guidelines are used to consider 
professional pressures.  Media coverage is consulted and an industry overview is also 
conducted in order to consider the public/mimetic pressures impacting on the 
organisations.  
 
Content and rhetorical analyses are conducted in order to answer the research 
questions.  
 
1.5 Definitions 
There are five key concepts that underpin this research: CSR, CSR communication, 
institutional theory, legitimacy, and rhetoric. As there can be numerous 
interpretations of these concepts, the definitions adopted for this study are presented 
here.  
 
Corporate social responsibility (CSR) 
This research acknowledges that there is a lack of consensus in regards to defining 
CSR. For the purpose of this research, however, two definitions of CSR are drawn 
upon. 
The first definition by Carroll (1979, 1991) is one of the most widely cited 
definitions of CSR, and places parameters on the types of activities that organisations 
should address under the banner of CSR: 
The social responsibility of business encompasses the economic, legal, ethical, 
and discretionary [in later work referred to as philanthropic] expectations that 
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society has of organisations at a given point in time (Carroll, 1979, p. 500, 1991, 
p. 283; Carroll & Shabana, 2010, p. 89). 
The second definition, which comes from the International Organization for 
Standardization, also supports the view that CSR is socially constructed, and alludes 
to the types of pressures organisations face in relation to CSR: 
Social responsibility is the responsibility of an organisation for the impacts of its 
decisions and activities on society and the environment, through transparent and 
ethical behaviour that (a) contributes to sustainable development, including the 
health and the welfare of society; (b) takes into account the expectations of 
stakeholders; (c) is in compliance with applicable law and consistent with 
international norms of behaviour; and (d) is integrated throughout the 
organisation and practised in its relationships (International Organization for 
Standardization, 2009, p. 3). 
Taken together, these two definitions are of central concern to this research because 
they highlight that public, regulatory, and professional pressures can shape CSR. The 
definitions also highlight the types of responsibilities organisations have under the 
banner of CSR, including social, environmental, legal, economic, discretionary, and 
ethical responsibilities.  
 
CSR communication 
While there is not a specific definition for CSR communication, this thesis follows 
the view that CSR communication is not just a “mechanism through which 
organisations convey their objectives, intentions, avowedly good deed … but a 
continuous process through which social actors explore, construct, negotiate and 
modify what it means to be a socially responsible organisation” (Christensen & 
Cheney, 2011, p. 491). This thesis adopts the perspective that CSR communication 
plays a constitutive role in defining and shaping the meaning of CSR (Cantó-Milà & 
Lozano, 2009; Christensen & Cheney, 2011; May, Cheney, & Roper, 2007), whilst at 
the same time, CSR communication is the means by which organisations seek and 
indicate legitimacy. In this sense, CSR communication enables exploration of both 
content and context, given that “verbal claims that are designed to influence 
perceptions must themselves be shaped by prevailing social norms” (Wæraas & 
Ihlen, 2009, p. 97). 
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Institutional theory and institutional pressures 
Institutional theory is a theoretical perspective that suggests organisations are shaped 
by their institutional contexts (Greenwood et al., 2008), which include socially 
constructed norms, myths, or rationales that guide organisational behaviour and 
action (Meyer & Rowan, 1977). These socially constructed norms, myths, or 
rationales may take the form of institutional pressures, whereby the organisation 
adopts these norms as a result of ‘pressures’ it faces from within its environment. 
This research highlights three institutional pressures – regulative, professional, and 
public/mimetic – and posits that by examining these institutional pressures, one can 
examine the pressures underpinning the activities organisations perform, and 
subsequently communicate about, under the banner of CSR.  
 
Legitimacy 
Following Suchman (1995), legitimacy is defined as a “generalised perception or 
assumption that the actions of an entity are desirable, proper, or appropriate within 
some socially constructed system of norms, values, beliefs, and definitions” (p. 574). 
This thesis, as outlined in the final chapters, also adopts the view that: (a) 
organisations attempt to appear legitimate by adopting socially-constructed beliefs 
stemming from institutional pressures; and (b) can manage, manipulate, foster, or 
negotiate legitimacy (Suchman, 1995).  
 
This thesis also recognises four types of legitimacy: pragmatic, moral, professional, 
and cognitive legitimacy. Given that professional legitimacy may be accorded on 
either pragmatic or moral grounds (Deephouse & Suchman, 2005), the analysis 
focuses on pragmatic, moral, and cognitive legitimacy. 
 
Rhetoric 
This study follows the notion that through rhetoric, actors are able to shape the 
legitimacy of practices by making persuasive arguments that justify and rationalise 
these practices (Green, 2004; Green et al., 2009; Suddaby & Greenwood, 2005). This 
research draws on classical rhetoric, which focuses on what the rhetor, or in this case, 
the organisation, communicates (Green et al., 2009). By focusing on classical 
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rhetoric, this study draws on the three modes of persuasion (rhetorical devices): logos 
(logical arguments), ethos (moral arguments), and pathos (emotive arguments). 
 
1.6 Outline of thesis 
This chapter has presented an overview of the research, highlighting the background 
to, and justification for, the research. This chapter also presented the research 
questions, and the method that is utilised in this thesis.  
 
Chapter Two reviews the literature relevant to the research questions. Current 
literature on institutional theory, legitimacy, and rhetoric is presented and critiqued in 
relation to the context of CSR and CSR communication. Building on the current 
literature, Chapter Two presents a proposed model linking institutional pressures, 
legitimacy, and rhetoric, acknowledging the current gaps in the literature.   
 
While this chapter has noted that this study utilises a qualitative, case study 
methodology, Chapter Three justifies and outlines the method adopted in this thesis. 
More specifically, Chapter Three justifies the critical realist paradigm underpinning 
this study, as well as the use of a qualitative research approach and a case study 
method. The methodology chapter also outlines and justifies each of the five sources 
used in this research, and the data analysis procedures. Lastly, Chapter Three also 
outlines the criteria used for evaluating qualitative research, and how this has been 
applied in this thesis.  
 
Chapters Four and Five present the findings of this study.  
 
Chapter Four focuses specifically on the findings noted in relation to the first 
research question, which asks ‘Why are organisations communicating about their 
CSR activities?’. In doing so, Chapter Four reveals the data pertaining to the 
institutional pressures underpinning the activities discussed in the organisations’ 
CSR reports. It also outlines the findings in relation to the types of legitimacy – 
focusing predominately on the institutional approach to legitimacy – that can be 
inferred in relation to each institutional pressure.  
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Chapter Five focuses specifically on the findings noted in relation to the second 
research question, which asks, ‘How are organisations communicating about their 
CSR activities?’. Here, the findings in relation to the rhetorical devices being used in 
relation to each of the pressures are presented. Chapter Five also highlights the types 
of legitimacy – focusing predominately on the strategic approach to legitimacy – that 
can be inferred in relation to each of the institutional pressures.  
 
Chapter Six is a discussion chapter that brings together the findings noted in 
Chapters Four and Five, and in doing so, considers the third research question, which 
asks ‘Is there alignment between why organisations are communicating about their 
CSR activities and how they are communicating about their CSR activities?’. 
Chapter Six also draws on the findings to present a revised model, along with 
additional findings noted. 
 
Chapter Seven concludes this thesis by summarising the answers to the research 
questions, and highlighting the theoretical and practical contributions of this 
research. Limitations and future research directions are also discussed in this final 
chapter. 
 
1.7 Conclusion 
In conclusion, this chapter has presented a brief overview of the research, 
highlighting the background and justification for this study, along with the research 
questions, method, and the key concepts underpinning this study. The next chapter 
presents the literature on theoretical concepts guiding this research. 
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CHAPTER TWO 
 
Literature Review 
You have brains in your head. You have feet in your shoes. 
"You can steer yourself any direction you choose." 
Dr Seuss 
 
2.1 Introduction 
Whilst there is a growing body of research considering CSR communication, calls 
have been made to consider the ‘how’ of CSR communication (Maon, et al., 2010). 
The challenge with exploring this, however, is that communication research has 
largely been criticised for failing to consider the macro-phenomena impacting 
communication (Jones et al., 2004; Lammers & Barbour, 2006). To date, limited 
attention has been given to who organisations need to indicate their responsiveness to 
in relation to CSR (Crane, McWilliams, Matten, Moon, & Siegel, 2008; O’Riordan 
& Fairbrass, 2008) and, in turn, why they communicate about certain activities in 
their CSR reports. Without exploring these ideas, and hence gaining an 
understanding of the macro-phenomena impacting CSR communication, we limit our 
understanding of the ‘how’ of CSR communication. 
 
This literature review therefore draws on relevant theories that can shed light on the 
macro-phenomena impacting CSR communication, as well as the how of CSR 
communication. More specifically, this literature review provides an overview to 
institutional theory, legitimacy, and rhetoric, and explores these theoretical 
perspectives in relation to CSR communication. In doing so, this literature review 
uses the current body of knowledge to develop a model that can be used to explore 
both the why and how of CSR communication. This review also acknowledges the 
current limitations of this model, based on a number of gaps within the literature 
review. Together with the model, these gaps inform the research questions 
underpinning this study. 
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2.2 Theoretical perspectives on CSR communication 
2.2.1 Institutional theory 
Recent studies in CSR and CSR communication have begun to draw on institutional 
theory as a theoretical framework to consider the macro-phenomena impacting CSR 
communication (cf. Campbell, 2007; O’Connor & Shumate, 2010; Schultz & 
Wehmeier, 2010) and, in turn, shed light on whom organisations need to indicate 
their responsiveness to in relation to CSR. Institutional theory is a theoretical 
perspective that suggests organisations are shaped by their institutional contexts 
(Greenwood et al., 2008). These institutional contexts consist of socially constructed 
norms, myths, or rationales that guide organisational behaviour and action (Meyer & 
Rowan, 1977). With its micro-foundations including Berger and Luckmann’s (1966) 
notion of social construction and also social interaction (Powell & Colyvas, 2008), 
institutional theory is considered to be one of the dominant approaches used to 
understand organisations (Greenwood et al., 2008; Lammers, 2011).  
 
As Suddaby (2010, p. 15) has argued, the “central puzzle of institutional theory is to 
understand why and how organizations adopt processes and structures for their 
meaning rather than their productive value”. While scholars have failed to 
conclusively prove the ‘productive value’ of CSR (for example, debates still remain 
about the benefits CSR has to financial performance and reputation), organisations 
continue to engage in CSR nonetheless, largely as a result of growing expectations 
from diverse stakeholder groups (Basu & Palazzo, 2008; Marais, 2012). Institutional 
theory is, therefore, a useful framework for understanding why organisations engage 
in and subsequently communicate about CSR, as it suggests that there are specific 
sources and broader contexts that create meaning in relation to CSR and may assist 
in explaining why organisations communicate about their CSR activities. Given this, 
it provides a useful macro-level theoretical frame to consider CSR communication. 
 
DiMaggio and Powell’s (1983) conceptualisation of ‘institutional pressures’ and 
Scott’s (1995) ‘pillars’ shed light on the actors and broader contexts that can shape 
meaning in relation to CSR, and provide a framework to consider the norms, myths, 
and rationales that guide an organisation’s behaviour and actions. More specifically, 
DiMaggio and Powell’s and Scott’s conceptualisations highlight that organisations 
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are shaped by coercive, normative, mimetic, and cognitive pressures, and that in turn, 
organisations will respond to these pressures in order to appear legitimate (see 
Section 2.3.2 for a discussion on legitimacy). While these pressures provide a useful 
framework to consider the why of CSR communication, limited attention has been 
given to these in current CSR literature (with the exception of Johansen & Nielsen, 
2012; Matten & Moon, 2008; Schultz & Wehmeier, 2010). 
 
Drawing on widely cited definitions of CSR (see Carroll, 1991; European 
Commission, 2002;  International Organization for Standardization, 2009), this study 
follows Schultz and Wehmeier (2010) in acknowledging that CSR is shaped by 
regulative, professional, and public/mimetic sources and is therefore closely aligned 
with the notion of institutional pressures. The following outlines each of these 
pressures, drawing on DiMaggio and Powell’s (1983) and Scott’s (1995) 
conceptualisations. 
 
Regulative pressures result from entities that are external to the organisation 
(Dingwerth & Pattberg, 2009; Greenwood et al., 2008; Matten & Moon, 2008; 
Milstein, Hart, & York, 2002), and can include both formal and informal pressures 
that constrain behaviour and are exerted on organisations by other organisations upon 
which they are dependent (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983; Scott, 1995; Slack & Hinings, 
1994). Typically, regulative pressures stem from political influence (DiMaggio & 
Powell, 1983) or power relationships (Boxenbaum & Jonsson, 2008), and may 
include government regulations or mandates (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983; Hasse & 
Krücken, 2008; Milstein et al., 2002), or externally codified rules, norms, or laws 
(Bansal & Penner, 2002; Matten & Moon, 2008; Scott, 1995). From a CSR 
perspective therefore, regulative pressures stem from stakeholders including 
governments and regulatory agencies (Matten & Moon, 2008). Although regulative 
pressures may be felt as force or persuasion, and are generally associated with 
explicit and direct impositions, both DiMaggio and Powell (1983) and Scott (1995) 
do note that regulative pressures may be more subtle. Hence, regulative pressures 
may include both hard and soft regulation, and are generally adopted to avoid 
sanction (Boxenbaum & Jonsson, 2008; Greenwood et al., 2008; Scott, 1995).  
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Professional pressures, on the other hand, may include those norms that are both 
indirectly and directly set by the profession or through education (DiMaggio & 
Powell, 1983), and it is thought that organisations will incorporate normative 
pressures because they are motivated to respect social obligation (Greenwood et al., 
2008). As Scott (1995) suggests, professional pressures confer rights as well as 
responsibilities, privileges as well as duties, licenses as well as mandates, and can 
include rules-of-thumb, standard operating procedures, occupational standards, and 
educational curricula, certifications, and accreditation (Hoffman, 1999; Milstein et 
al., 2002; Scott, 1995). These normative aspects stem from social obligations, which 
may include professionalisation within the institutional context (Hoffman, 1999; 
Troast, Hoffman, Riley, & Bazerman, 2002). In relation to CSR, professional 
pressures can include professional associations putting pressure on the industry to 
adopt specific CSR practices or activities (Matten & Moon, 2008). Specific 
stakeholders can include professional and trade associations, industry bodies, and 
organisations responsible for standard operating procedures, mandates, accreditation, 
and the like, such as the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI). 
 
Lastly, in relation to public/mimetic pressures, while mimeticism is widely 
acknowledged as an institutional pressure, to date, the notion of public sources as 
institutional pressures is not traditionally considered in institutional theory literature. 
In the following, I argue that institutional theory subtly acknowledges the public as a 
source of pressure for the organisation, however, and that it is relevant when 
considering CSR and CSR communication.   
 
Recently, Schultz and Wehmeier (2010) considered the institutionalisation of CSR, 
and built upon Campbell’s (2007) eight propositions that considered the institutional 
reasons why organisations adopt socially responsible behaviours. In doing so, they 
included the notion of public pressures, which refers to the pressures a public may 
put on an organisation to comply with socially constructed expectations which the 
organisation in turn responds to in order to appear as a ‘moral’ organisation. While 
they included the notion of public pressures, they offered little justification as to why 
they include this pressure, though it is likely that it was included as a result of the 
increasing emphasis attributed to stakeholder engagement around CSR (see Bartlett 
& Devin’s (2011) discussion on the negotiated approach to CSR). Though 
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institutional theory tends not to recognise the public as a source of institutional 
pressure, this idea is not contradictory with institutional theory. 
 
For example, in considering Scott’s (1995) normative pillar, Scott suggests that this 
considers the norms, values, and beliefs of constituents and also highlights that 
normative rules also confer responsibilities and duties. Furthermore, it has been 
acknowledged that organisations will generally comply with normative pressures 
because they feel that they have a moral or ethical obligation to do so (Hoffman, 
1999), and that the basis of compliance which underlies the normative pillar is social 
obligation (Phillips & Malhotra, 2008; Scott, 1995). 
 
The notion of a public pressure also has some similarities to the subtleties of Scott’s 
(1995) cognitive pillar, in that Scott suggests that cognitive elements of institutions 
include the “rules that constitute the nature of reality and the frames through which 
meaning is made” (Scott, 1995, p. 40). This suggests that cognitive aspects of 
institutions are socially constructed assumptions of reality that organisations will 
conform to (Bansal & Penner, 2002; Hoffman, 1999; Troast et al., 2002). 
Furthermore, as Scott (1995) highlighted, while the regulative and normative pillars 
operate at the field and organisational level, the cognitive pillar operates at the 
individual level. This supports the notion that, rather than the field having a 
homogenous set of stakeholders, each organisation operating in a field will have a 
different set of stakeholders, often with different views. 
 
Additionally, when considering the different constituents or stakeholders that may 
comprise an institutional field, it has been suggested that special interest groups, 
consumers, and the general public can be included as constituents (Hoffman, 1999). 
Given scholars have suggested that constituents are those who can impose pressure 
on, or can influence, an organisation and its activities (Hoffman, 1999; Zilber, 2006), 
the inclusion of the notion of public sources shaping an organisation can be deemed 
appropriate. 
 
DiMaggio and Powell (1983) also highlight that uncertainty is also a powerful force 
that encourages imitation and can lead to similarities within an organisational field. 
Mimetic pressures generally occur when an organisation faces uncertainty and, as a 
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result, tends to imitate or model other firms within the same field that are perceived 
to be successful (Boxenbaum & Jonsson, 2008; DiMaggio & Powell, 1983; 
Greenwood et al., 2008; Milstein et al., 2002; Slack & Hinings, 1994). Given this, it 
has been suggested that mimicry stems from the ongoing observation of peers, 
competitors, and collaborators (Hasse & Krücken, 2008), and although these 
pressures are generally ubiquitous, they may also be subtle (Haveman & David, 
2008). Mimetic pressures may include adopting what is considered ‘best practice’ 
within the organisational field (Matten & Moon, 2008). This notion of mimeticism 
also suggests that organisations may be shaped by trends from within the industry in 
which they operate, and will adopt activities that have been referenced in the media, 
given that the media is an arena in which to negotiate and debate public opinion 
(Deephouse, 2006; Schultz & Wehmeier, 2010). 
 
This study argues that public/mimetic pressures may have an impact on CSR 
communication as a result of organisations: (a) responding to key issues addressed in 
the media; (b) adopting activities because competitors are doing so, or because it is 
considered best practice; and (c) as a result of consulting with stakeholders, and 
adopting activities that go beyond regulatory or professional compliance. Following 
this view, key stakeholders include consumers, special interest groups, general 
public, critical exchange partners, and suppliers. 
 
2.2.2 Legitimacy 
Institutional theory suggests organisations will indicate alignment with institutional 
pressures in a bid to appear legitimate, or seek legitimacy (Deephouse, 1996; 
DiMaggio & Powell, 1983; Frandsen & Johnasen, 2011; Suchman, 1995), given 
organisations are social institutions that need legitimacy in order to survive 
(Johansen & Nielsen, 2012; Palazzo & Scherer, 2006). Increasingly, scholars in CSR 
and CSR communication are emphasising the importance of legitimacy (cf. Castello 
& Lozano, 2011; Frandsen & Johansen, 2011; Johansen & Nielsen, 2012; Marais, 
2012; Palazzo & Scherer, 2006; Wæraas & Ihlen, 2009), with some claiming that 
“legitimacy has become one of the most critical issue for companies in the twenty-
first century” (Marais, 2012, p. 224), and that legitimacy “is the ‘yardstick’ of the 
discussion in the CSR field” (Palazzo & Scherer, 2006, p. 73). 
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According to Suchman’s (1995, p. 574) widely cited definition, legitimacy can be 
defined as a “generalized perception or assumption that the actions of an entity are 
desirable, proper, or appropriate within some socially constructed system of norms, 
values, beliefs, and definitions”. Although not the first scholar to conceptualise 
different dimensions of legitimacy, Suchman’s three dimensions of legitimacy – 
pragmatic, moral, and cognitive legitimacy – are perhaps the most widely recognised 
and used. The following provides an overview of the types of legitimacy 
underpinning this study. 
 
Pragmatic legitimacy “rests on the self-interested calculations of an organisation’s 
most immediate audiences” (Suchman, 1995, p. 578) and involves direct exchanges 
between an organisation and its stakeholders. Pragmatic legitimacy can also involve 
broader political, economic, or social interdependencies (Suchman, 1995), and 
typically involves conforming to demands. In its most basic sense, pragmatic 
legitimacy is based around relationships, and may be accorded if the organisation’s 
actions align with the expected value of that action to a particular set of constituents 
(Dowling & Pfeffer, 1975; Suchman, 1995); yet it may also stem from an 
organisation’s ability to demonstrate that it is responsive to its constituents’ larger 
interests (Suchman, 1995). For example, the organisation may be accorded pragmatic 
legitimacy if it adopts constituents’ standards of performance as its own. Hence, 
pragmatic legitimacy is generally associated with exchange, benefit and influence 
effects or, essentially, whether the organisation’s actions are congruent with those 
particular constituents’ views (Suchman, 1995).  
 
Whilst pragmatic legitimacy is said to rest on the judgements about whether a given 
activity benefits the evaluator, moral legitimacy rests on judgements about whether 
the activity is the right thing to do (Suchman, 1995). Hence, moral legitimacy 
“reflects a positive normative evaluation of the organisation and its activities” 
(Suchman, 1995, p. 579) and may be accorded if the audience deems that the activity 
promotes social welfare, or is aligned with their socially constructed values system. 
Simply put, moral legitimacy typically involves demonstrating conformance to ideals 
and rests on evaluation (Suchman, 1995).  
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Unlike pragmatic and moral legitimacy, which are associated with active support or a 
conscious assessment, cognitive legitimacy generally involves passive support. More 
specifically, this type of legitimacy may involve either affirmative backing for the 
organisation, or a mere acceptance as necessary or inevitable based on some type of 
taken-for-granted cultural account (Suchman, 1995). While taken-for-grantedness is 
a key aspect of cognitive legitimacy, Suchman (1995) also links cognitive legitimacy 
to conformance to models, in that organisations will often mimic standards, formalise 
or professionalise operations, and/or seek certification in a bid to indicate or seek 
cognitive legitimacy. 
 
From a CSR perspective, Johansen and Nielsen (2012, p. 436) claim that 
“organisations strive to be perceived as legitimate by the societies in which they 
operate”, yet they also argue that “acting responsibly – i.e. according to societal 
expectations, norms and values – is the means by which organisations seek 
legitimacy”. In doing so, while they subtly allude to the fact that organisations strive 
to be perceived as legitimate but also seek legitimacy in relation to CSR, they – like 
most scholars linking legitimacy and CSR communication (with the exception of 
Castello & Lozano, 2011; Palazzo & Scherer, 2006) – fail to acknowledge the duality 
of legitimacy, in that organisations can both indicate legitimacy through their actions, 
and seek legitimacy through their communication. This idea is considered throughout 
this study. 
 
2.2.3 Rhetoric 
Increasing, scholars exploring legitimacy are turning their attention to discourse 
analyses, given that discourse is one of the strategic forms companies use to 
legitimise their actions (Castello & Lozano, 2011; Hardy, Palmer, & Phillips, 2000; 
Johansen & Nielsen, 2012). The study of corporate written discourse therefore – 
particularly annual, sustainability, and shareholder reports – provides us with 
tangible accounts to analyse legitimacy strategies (Castello & Lozano, 2011; 
Suddaby & Greenwood, 2005).  
 
More specifically, scholars are turning their attention to rhetorical analyses, given 
that through rhetoric, actors shape the legitimacy of practices by making persuasive 
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arguments that justify and rationalise these practices (Green, 2004; Green et al., 
2009; Suddaby & Greenwood, 2005; Marais, 2012). Rhetoric also provides an 
interesting perspective that tempers between the organisation’s self-interests and its 
role within society (Castello & Lozano, 2011; Scherer & Palazzo, 2007) andmay be 
useful to consider both the strategic and institutional approach to legitimacy (cf. 
Boyd & Waymer, 2011; Edwards, 2011; Ihlen, 2011). 
 
In its most basic sense, rhetoric is used in order to “influence an audience to accept 
an idea, and then to act in a manner consistent with that idea” (Herrick, 2009, p. 13). 
This is supported by Kennedy (2007), who suggests that rhetoric refers to a “form of 
mental or emotional energy imparted to a communication” in order to impact a 
situation based on the rhetor’s intentions (p. 7). Put simply, rhetoric is an 
authoritative method of persuading people (Abizadeh, 2002; Burke, 1960), whereby 
a rhetor seeks to alter an audience’s view so that it is congruent with the rhetor’s 
view. Essentially, it is concerned with making a judgment (Aristotle, trans. 2007; 
Burke, 1982; Herrick, 2009), and can also be considered as verbal communication 
used by specific actors to create desired beliefs and impressions (Wæraas & Ihlen, 
2009).  
 
As Green et al. (2009) outline, however, whilst there is a growing interest in the use 
of rhetorical theory in organisational studies (see for example Covaleski, Dirsmith, & 
Rittenberg, 2003; Suddaby & Greenwood, 2005; Heracleous & Barrett, 2001; Oakes, 
Townley, & Cooper, 1998), rhetorical theory can be quite broad and complex. In 
saying this, however, most scholars using rhetoric theory to study organisations have 
focused on two domains: classical rhetoric and new rhetoric (Green et al., 2009). 
Whilst new rhetoric focuses on the audience of the communication, and also the 
social aspects of communication, classical rhetoric emphasises what the rhetor 
communicates (Green et al., 2009). Given this study is interested in what 
organisations communicate in relation to their CSR activities, classical rhetoric is 
used, and is the focus of this section. 
 
In order to persuade an audience through the use of arguments and appeals, Aristotle 
saw the art of classical rhetoric (from herein, rhetoric) as combining a logical study 
(logos), a psychological study (pathos), and a sociology study (ethos) (Herrick, 
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2009). In other words, logos, pathos, and ethos should be utilised in order to provide 
the rhetor with sources of proof through arguments and appeals, hence permitting 
persuasiveness (Abizadeh, 2002; Burke, 1982; Herrick, 2009; Nichols, 1987; 
Richards, 2008; Robinson, 2006; Self, 1979).  
 
Aristotle’s three modes of persuasion – logos, ethos, and pathos – were derived from 
the three factors which should be apparent in any speech: (a) presenting the view that 
the speaker is a ‘trustworthy’ character; (b) creating a logical argument or reasoning 
through the text; and (c) putting the audience in a certain frame by enabling the 
speaker, text, or a combination of the two to arouse the audience’s emotions 
(Abizadeh, 2002; Aristotle, trans. 1954; Aristotle, trans. 2007; Burke, 1969; Burke, 
1982; Heath, 2009; Herrick, 2009; Nichols, 1987; Richards, 2008; Robinson, 2006; 
Self, 1979). Based on this, the three available modes of effecting persuasion became 
known as: 
 pathos – considering the emotions of those in the audience in order to 
induce them to make the judgement desired; 
 logos – showing the probability of what is said through using a logical and 
rational argument; and 
 ethos – projecting the speaker as trustworthy (Abizadeh, 2002; Aristotle, 
trans. 1954; Aristotle, trans. 2007; Burke, 1982; Herrick, 2009; Nichols, 
1987; Richards, 2008; Robinson, 2006; Self, 1979).  
 
Although the three modes of persuasion are distinguishable, many scholars argue that 
logos, ethos, and pathos are invariably interrelated and, to an extent, interdependent 
when used in practice (Abizadeh, 2002; Nichols, 1987; Robinson, 2006; Wæraas & 
Ihlen, 2009). To date, however, this idea has typically been overlooked in empirical 
research. Each of these modes of persuasion – or rhetorical devices as this study 
refers to them – is discussed in more detail below.  
 
Pathos appeals generally involve putting the audience in the right frame of mind 
(Aristotle, as cited in Herrick, 2009; Nichols, 1987). Hence, this term is associated 
with emotions, whereby it is often used to refer to the affective or emotional appeals, 
such as fear or greed, that are utilised in order to give persuasive messages the power 
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to move an audience into action (Herrick, 2009; Green, 2004; Robinson 2006; Self, 
1979; Wæraas & Ihlen, 2009). Aristotle’s view of pathos, however, refers to the way 
in which persuasion may come through the audience when the speaker is able to stir 
emotions (Aristotle, trans. 1954; Aristotle, trans. 2007). In other words, persuasion 
can be achieved when the speaker is able to manipulate or connect with the 
audience’s emotions in order to affect the judgement of that audience (Herrick, 2009; 
Green, 2004).  
 
According to Herrick (2009), logos is a term with many nuances of meaning. In its 
Greek form logos typically means “what is said” (Aristotle, trans. 2007, p. 38), but 
can also simply mean a word or the words of a document or speech (Aristotle, trans. 
2007; Herrick, 2009). In addition to this, the term logos can refer to the thoughts 
expressed through words, as well as the reason or argument, which is inherent in a 
speech or document (Abizadeh, 2002; Aristotle, trans. 2007; Herrick, 2009; 
Richards, 2008). As both Aristotle (trans. 1954) and Nichols (1987) have suggested, 
logos can have a significant impact on persuasion if the speech itself can be proved 
to be truth, or if the apparent truth can be deduced through a created persuasive, 
logical argument (Aristotle, trans, 1954; Nicholas, 1987). This is supported in 
Kennedy’s translation of Aristotle (trans. 2007), whereby it is suggested that 
persuasion occurs through the arguments, otherwise known as logoi (Abizadeh; 
2002; Aristotle, trans. 2007), when the truth or apparent truth is illustrated to the 
audience. 
 
Logos is closely related to logic, and considers making inferences or reasoning based 
on an argument or account, or developing a clear and logical explanation (Aristotle, 
trans. 2007; Herrick, 2009; Nichols, 1987; Robinson, 2006). Hence, logos can be 
related to the concept of an argument, whereby an argument “is simply reasoning 
made public with the goal of shaping an audience” (Herrick, 2009, p.13), and can 
only be made when the conclusion drawn is supported by reasons (Herrick, 2009). 
Given this, it has been suggested that logos appeals are those that involve the use of 
reasoning to construct logically valid arguments and can include appeals to facts, 
numbers, examples, and statistics (Wæraas & Ihlen, 2009).  
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Ethos refers to the moral character of the speaker (Aristotle, trans. 2007; Nichols, 
1987; Robinson, 2006; Self, 1979), whereby the persuasiveness rests with the 
speaker’s personal character or trustworthiness, as well as their ability to appear 
credible (Aristotle, trans. 1954; Herrick, 2009; Robinson, 2006; Wæraas & Ihlen, 
2009). To further illustrate this point, Aristotle (trans. 2007) argued that “we believe 
fair minded people to a greater extent and more quickly [than we do others], on all 
subjects in general and completely so in cases where there is not exact knowledge 
but room for doubt” (p. 38). For this reason, ethos can only be persuasive when the 
speaker successfully illustrates that they are worthy of such credence. 
 
Given Aristotle argued that people are more likely to believe ‘fair minded people’, 
Aristotle held that, of the three modes of persuasion, ethos could potentially be 
considered as the most effective means of persuasion that a person possesses 
(Aristotle, trans. 1954; Herrick, 2009; Green, 2004; Robinson, 2006; Self, 1979). To 
illustrate this point, Herrick (2009) argues that if an audience is convinced that a 
speaker is knowledgeable, trustworthy, and has the audience’s best interests at heart, 
then the audience would be more likely to accept what the speaker is saying as the 
truth. In essence, therefore, ethos appeals justify action by appealing to socially 
accepted norms and mores.  
 
While the field of rhetoric can be highly useful for researchers to focus on and 
understand the specific textual strategies used by organisations when they 
communicate about their CSR activities, to date, the literature on CSR rhetoric is 
relatively meagre, with it typically being used to signal empty words (Ihlen, 2011). 
In saying this, there are still a few that should be noted. 
 
Robert L. Heath, a prominent scholar in public relations, is a strong advocate linking 
rhetoric and public relations, and has made a number of explicit and implicit 
references to CSR (Ihlen, 2011). In some of his more recent work, Heath (2009, p. 
23) stated: 
Rhetoric is the rationale for effective discourse. It consists of a well-established 
body of critical principles and strategic guide lines [sic] regarding how 
messages need to be proved, structured, framed, and worded. It is interested in 
how each message needs to be designed to be informative and persuasive. 
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Because rhetorical theory arises out of disputes and differences of opinions, it 
offers guidelines on how people negotiate differences and work together in 
collaborative decision making. It informs, creates divisions, and bridges 
divisions. It advocates, convinces, and motivates. It motivates people to make 
one choice in preference to another. 
 
Although this statement was in the context of the relevance of rhetoric to public 
relations, there is considerable overlap with the relevance to CSR communication. As 
Heath (2009) notes, rhetoric is the rationale for effective discourse and, as noted in 
this literature review, a key challenge for organisations communicating their CSR 
activities is how to communicate them in a manner which is effective and minimises 
scepticism. Hence, CSR communication may benefit by adopting rhetorical devices, 
particularly given scholars have suggested that there is a link between rhetoric and 
legitimacy (this notion is discussed in more detail in Section 2.3.2) (Green, 2004; 
Green et al., 2009; Suddaby & Greenwood, 2005).  
 
In relation to CSR communication specifically, Øyvind Ihlen has conducted a 
number of studies linking rhetoric and CSR communication. Of particular interest is 
Wæraas and Ihlen’s (2009) study which linked institutional theory, rhetoric, and CSR 
communication. This study, which focused primarily on the rhetorical device of 
ethos, investigated the rhetoric used in ceremonies about organisations’ 
environmental practices (Wæraas & Ihlen, 2009). In the same year, Ihlen (2009) 
expanded on this study, illustrating the links between public relations and CSR, and 
demonstrating how organisational rhetors use CSR texts to build legitimate 
environmental ethos. Like most studies considering CSR and rhetoric, these studies 
focused specifically on one rhetorical device, that being ethos, and did not consider 
the interplay of how logos, ethos, and pathos can be used to construct an argument 
for the purposes of seeking legitimacy.  
 
More recently, Marais (2012) looked at the rhetorical styles used by chief executive 
officers (CEOs) in CSR communication, and drew on logos, ethos, and pathos to 
define three CSR rhetorical categories: expression of CSR values, expression of a 
normative CSR engagement, and expression of an instrumental CSR engagement. 
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While Marais (2012, p. 237) did acknowledge that “the rhetorical categories are 
highly complementary and can be used together”, this was not reflected in the 
analysis. This is consistent across work linking rhetoric and CSR communication, 
whereby for the most part, scholars have not considered how claims about CSR 
activities are supported by ethos, logos, and/or pathos (Ihlen, 2011).  
 
2.3 Links between the theoretical perspectives 
As the previous discussion on the theoretical perspectives acknowledged, there are 
links in the literature between institutional theory and legitimacy, and legitimacy and 
rhetoric. This section draws on the literature to highlight and critique the links 
between these concepts. 
 
2.3.1 Links between institutional pressures and types of legitimacy 
In the discussion on legitimacy, it was highlighted that institutional theory suggests 
organisations will indicate alignment with institutional pressures in a bid to appear 
legitimate, or seek legitimacy (Deephouse, 1996; DiMaggio & Powell, 1983; 
Frandsen & Johnasen, 2011; Suchman, 1995). In other words, organisations are faced 
with institutional pressures and, in turn, need to indicate that they are acting 
legitimately in relation to these institutional pressures. Previous research has argued 
that these types of legitimacy “map neatly” (Haveman & David, 2008, p. 580) onto 
the institutional pressures.  
 
As was noted in the discussion on legitimacy, pragmatic legitimacy is generally 
associated with exchange, benefit and influence effects, or, essentially, whether the 
organisation’s actions are congruent with a particular constituent’s views (Suchman, 
1995). For this reason, pragmatic legitimacy is often linked with regulative pressures 
(Haveman & David, 2008), whereby organisations will respond to regulative 
pressures in a bid to indicate pragmatic legitimacy. As Scott (2008, p. 61) has 
highlighted, this link is generally accepted given “the regulatory emphasis is on 
conformity to rules: Legitimate organizations are those established by and operating 
in accordance with relevant legal or quasilegal requirements”.  
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Whilst pragmatic legitimacy is said to rest on the judgements about whether a given 
activity benefits the evaluator, moral legitimacy rests on judgements about whether 
the activity is the right thing to do (Suchman, 1995). Hence, moral legitimacy 
“reflects a positive normative evaluation of the organisation and its activities” 
(Suchman, 1995, p. 579) and may be accorded if the audience deems that the activity 
promotes social welfare, or is aligned with their socially constructed values system. 
This idea is supported by Scott (2008, p. 61), who highlights moral legitimacy can be 
indicated by “stressing moral obligation” and a departure “from ‘mere’ legal 
requirements”. Traditionally, moral legitimacy has been linked with normative 
pressures (Haveman & David, 2008; Scott, 2008), whereby organisations will 
respond to normative pressures in a bid to indicate moral legitimacy.  
 
As outlined in Section 2.2.1, this study draws on the term normative pressures as the 
basis to argue that public/mimetic pressures are a relevant pressure in relation to 
CSR. This would suggest that organisations may respond to public/mimetic pressures 
in a bid to indicate moral legitimacy, whereby they may try to emphasise that they 
are performing an activity as a result of moral obligation to the public, or that that 
activity goes beyond mere legal compliance. This idea is further supported by the 
fact, as highlighted above, that moral legitimacy involves “stressing moral 
obligation”, highlighting a departure “from ‘mere’ legal requirements” (Scott, 2008, 
p. 61), and promoting social welfare (Suchman, 1995) – factors of which formed the 
basis of the public/mimetic pressure.  
 
Here it should also be noted that in contemporary institutional theory literature moral 
legitimacy (which is often referred to as normative legitimacy) has often been 
equated with the notion of professional pressures. As a result, moral legitimacy is 
often incorrectly marginalised or restricted to professional endorsement (see 
Deephouse & Suchman, 2008). Given this, calls have been made to acknowledge the 
differences between the two views, whereby the term “professional legitimacy” 
should be used to refer to “legitimacy conferred by professional endorsement (on any 
grounds)” (Deephouse & Suchman, 2008, p. 53). Following Deephouse and 
Suchman (2008) therefore, it could be argued that both pragmatic and moral 
legitimacy may be linked to professional pressures. For example, as highlighted 
previously in this section, an organisation may adopt a particular guideline or 
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framework so that its actions are congruent with a professional body, which is a clear 
appeal to pragmatic legitimacy. Alternatively, drawing on the overview of moral 
legitimacy, an organisation may adopt professional guidelines because it is 
considered best practice, in order to promote social welfare, and/or that in doing so it 
goes beyond legal compliance. From this perspective, professional pressures may be 
linked to moral legitimacy. 
 
In relation to cognitive legitimacy, scholars have generally associated this type of 
legitimacy with mimetic pressures (Haveman & David, 2008: Strang & Soule, 1998; 
Tolbert & Zucker, 1983), arguing that if numerous organisations adopt a practice, the 
more widespread its acceptance and the greater its legitimacy. This may also be as a 
result of mimetic pressures being associated with ‘blind copying’ (DiMaggio & 
Powell, 1983) and cognitive legitimacy with ‘taken-for-grantedness’ (Scott, 2008; 
Suchman, 1995). However, Deephouse and Suchman (2008, p. 70) have claimed that 
DiMaggio (1995) has “expressed caution about the facile assumption that cognitive 
legitimacy and mimetic isomorphism necessarily go hand in hand”– a fact that few 
scholars have acknowledged. Whilst DiMaggio’s (1995) article does not explicitly 
state this concern, a number of scholars (see Aldrich & Fiol, 1994; Green, 2004; 
Greenwood et al., 2002) have argued that cognitive legitimacy is produced in the 
latter stages of the institutionalisation process, and generally after pragmatic and 
moral legitimacy have been achieved (Green, 2004; Greenwood et al., 2002).  
 
To summarise, the literature commonly accepts that: 
1. In regards to regulative pressures, pragmatic legitimacy may be associated. 
2. In regards to professional pressures, pragmatic or moral legitimacy may be 
associated.  
 
While this review argues for the inclusion of public/mimetic pressures, the link 
between this pressure and legitimacy has not been established in the literature. 
However, building on an explanation of the types of legitimacy (which a critique of 
the literature suggests is a common method for inferring legitimacy, c.f. Green, 2004; 
Scott, 2008; Suddaby & Greenwood, 2005; Marais, 2012), I have argued that it is 
likely to be linked to moral legitimacy. Given the criticism noted in relation to the 
link between mimetic pressures and cognitive legitimacy, cognitive legitimacy is not 
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linked to public/mimetic pressures for the purposes of the proposed model (see 
Section 2.4). 
 
While the links summarised above form the basis of the proposed model (Section 
2.4), it is important to emphasise that a critique of the literature found that there are 
very few, if any, empirical measures of legitimacy, particularly from a qualitative 
perspective. Instead, it is widely accepted that scholars infer legitimacy based on an 
understanding of the literature (even Scott’s (2008) well-regarded work linking 
institutional pressures – or as he terms them, pillars – and legitimacy, which forms 
the basis of many papers linking the two concepts, is conceptual rather than 
empirical). It is important to note while the links proposed above are generally 
accepted in the literature, this is not to say that other types of legitimacy may not be 
noted in relation to each of the pressures. This is further emphasised by Suchman’s 
(1995, p. 584) view that pragmatic, moral, and cognitive legitimacy can “co-exist in 
the real-world”, and therefore multiple types of legitimacy may therefore be sought 
in relation to each pressure. 
 
To explore this idea further, as this section has outlined, pragmatic legitimacy is 
generally linked to regulative and/or professional pressures. However, if we consider 
the definition of pragmatic legitimacy, in that it can be accorded if the organisation’s 
actions are congruent with a particular constituent’s view (Suchman, 1995), it could 
also be argued that pragmatic legitimacy may also be sought in relation to 
public/mimetic pressures, whereby the organisation engages in a certain CSR activity 
because it is congruent with the expectations of its stakeholders.  
 
Similarly, the literature highlights that cognitive legitimacy: (a) generally involves 
passive support (Suchman, 1995); (b) may involve either affirmative backing for the 
organisation, or a mere acceptance as being necessary or inevitable based on some 
type of taken-for-granted cultural account (Scott, 2008; Suchman, 1995); and (c) is 
said to be produced in the latter stages of the institutionalisation process (Green, 
2004; Greenwood, Suddaby, & Hinings, 2002). I would argue that based on an 
understanding of the literature, cognitive legitimacy may in fact be linked to all three 
types of pressures once the expectations become taken for granted.   
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2.3.2 Links between rhetorical devices and types of legitimacy 
As highlighted in the discussion on rhetoric, scholars have suggested that through 
rhetoric, actors shape the legitimacy of practices by making persuasive arguments 
that justify and rationalise these practices (Green, 2004; Green et al., 2009; Suddaby 
& Greenwood, 2005; Marais, 2012). Drawing on this idea, two scholars (specifically 
Green, 2004 and Marais, 2012) have explicitly linked the three rhetorical devices – 
logos, ethos, and pathos – with the different types of legitimacy – pragmatic, 
cognitive, and moral legitimacy. This section highlights, and offers a critique, of 
these links. 
 
While not specifically looking at CSR, in his well-regarded conceptual paper 
outlining a rhetorical theory of diffusion, Green (2004) proposed links between the 
different rhetorical devices and legitimacy. A critique of this paper, however, 
highlights that he offered very little argument for these propositions. In fact, it was 
merely stated that pathos pleas “are highly passionate appeals to an audience's self-
interest that build and construct pragmatic legitimacy”, “logos pleas justify action by 
appealing to the desire for efficient/effective action and, like pathos, help build 
pragmatic legitimacy”, and ethos appeals “produce moral legitimacy” that “rests not 
on judgments about whether a given activity benefits the evaluator, but rather on 
judgments about whether the activity is the 'right thing to do'” (Suchman, 1995: 
579)” (Green, 2004, pp. 659-660). Green also stated that all three types of rhetoric 
may be used to build and construct cognitive legitimacy. To support these arguments, 
Green referenced Suchman (1995), though this may be somewhat misleading in the 
sense that Suchman merely offers an explanation of the different types of legitimacy 
and makes no connection to rhetoric.  
 
More recently, Marais (2012), as previously noted, looked at the rhetorical styles 
used by CEOs in CSR communication and, in an empirical paper, drew on logos, 
ethos, and pathos to define three CSR rhetorical categories: expression of CSR 
values, expression of a normative CSR engagement, and expression of an 
instrumental CSR engagement. In doing so, Marais also linked the types of rhetoric 
to Suchman’s (1995) three types of legitimacy, claiming that pathos may be linked to 
moral legitimacy, ethos to cognitive legitimacy, and logos to pragmatic legitimacy. 
Chapter Two: Literature review 
32 
 
Like Green (2004), Marais drew on an understanding of the rhetorical devices and 
the explanations of legitimacy presented by Suchman to justify these links. 
 
Unlike Green (2004), however, Marais (2012) offered more explanation for her 
claims. For example, she argued that values rhetoric “is well adapted to the search 
for corporate moral legitimacy as it aims to create emotions and passions to seduce 
the audience, especially by using a pathos rhetorical style” (p. 236). As part of this 
claim, she highlighted that “When CEOs use this CSR rhetorical category, they try to 
improve their company’s moral legitimacy by mobilising emotional arguments and 
by creating a shared positive vision of its mission. In this case, the use of a “‘pathos’ 
rhetorical style is very common” (p. 229). In regards to normative CSR, Marais 
highlighted that it seeks to enhance corporate cognitive legitimacy, as it “helps to 
build corporate acceptability by making claims about the willingness to follow 
widely accepted CSR norms/standards” (p. 229). Based on her research, Marais 
stated that “an ‘ethos’ rhetorical style is coherent” with normative CSR (p. 229). In 
regards to the last category, instrumental rhetoric, Marais argued that the “aim is to 
demonstrate to stakeholders the benefits of being committed to CSR” (p. 237), by 
using “rational arguments and examples of positive outcomes of CSR commitment” 
(p. 229). Marais highlighted that these rational arguments help “managers to develop 
corporate pragmatic legitimacy” and that a “‘logos’ rhetorical style is required” (p. 
229).  
 
As this section has highlighted, there are some notable differences in the links 
between the rhetorical devices and types of legitimacy claimed by Green (2004) and 
Marais (2012). Firstly, Green suggested that pathos may be used to build and 
construct pragmatic legitimacy, while Marais highlighted that pathos may be used to 
seek moral legitimacy. Drawing on an understanding of the rhetorical devices and the 
types of legitimacy, it is unclear why Green would argue that pathos may be linked 
to pragmatic legitimacy. More specifically, given rhetorical scholars acknowledge 
that pathos appeals are emotive appeals; it is unclear why an organisation would use 
emotive appeals to indicate accordance with relevant legal or quasilegal 
requirements, following Scott’s (2008) view of pragmatic legitimacy. Marais’ 
argument that pathos may be used to seek moral legitimacy, on the other hand, 
appears to be supported by an understanding of the literature, in that emotive 
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arguments could potentially be used by an organisation to stir emotions and 
emphasise that it is acting in a ‘moral’ nature, as well as being used to promote social 
welfare.  
 
While Marias (2012) suggests that pathos may be linked with moral legitimacy, 
Green (2004) suggests that ethos may be linked with moral legitimacy. Given ethos 
is said to refer to the moral character of the speaker (Aristotle, trans. 2007; Nichols, 
1987; Robinson, 2006; Self, 1979), this supports Green’s argument that ethos may be 
used to seek moral legitimacy. On the other hand, Marais argued that ethos may be 
used to build and construct cognitive legitimacy, whereby an organisation can draw 
on ethos to make claims about its willingness to follow widely accepted CSR 
norms/standards. Based on the literature, it can be argued that this link too is valid, 
given that ethos can also refer to the trustworthiness or credibility of the speaker and, 
as such, ethos may be used to create the perception that the organisation is credible 
based on some taken-for-granted account. This idea is also supported by Herrick 
(2009), who argues that if an audience is convinced that a speaker is knowledgeable, 
trustworthy, and has the audience’s best interests at heart (which is the basis of 
ethos), then the audience would be more likely to accept what the speaker is saying 
as the truth (perhaps without the need for closer inspection, which is linked to 
cognitive legitimacy). 
 
Finally, both Green (2004) and Marais (2012) suggest that logos may be linked to 
pragmatic legitimacy. The literature would support this idea in that the organisation 
could draw on rational arguments to explain or highlight how they have adopted a 
constituent’s standard of performance as their own and demonstrate compliance with 
legal or quasilegal requirements. Here, it is worth acknowledging that given logos 
involves making clear and logical explanations (Aristotle, trans. 2007; Herrick, 2009; 
Nichols, 1987; Robinson, 2006), and can only be made when the conclusions drawn 
are supported by reasons (Herrick, 2009), I would also elaborate on Green’s and 
Marais’ arguments to highlight that it is unlikely that logos would be used to seek 
cognitive legitimacy (given it is linked with taken-for-grantedness), but it may be 
used to assist in seeking moral legitimacy, whereby is may be used to provide 
evidence to justify why the organisation may be considered trustworthy, credible, 
and therefore a moral organisation which promotes social welfare.  
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To summarise therefore, the current body of literature suggests: 
1. Logos may be used to seek pragmatic legitimacy; 
2. Ethos may be used to seek moral legitimacy, or alternatively, ethos may be 
used to seek cognitive legitimacy; and 
3. Pathos may be used to seek moral legitimacy, or alternatively, pathos may be 
used to seek pragmatic legitimacy. 
 
Here, it is firstly important to highlight that there are differences in the links claimed 
by Green (2004) and Marais (2012) which warrant further consideration. Secondly, 
as was noted in the overview of rhetoric (Section 2.2.3), many scholars have 
suggested logos, ethos, and pathos are invariably interrelated, and may be 
interdependent when used in practice (Abizadeh, 2002; Nichols, 1987; Robinson, 
2006; Wæraas & Ihlen, 2009). Given this, there is the possibility that multiple types 
of rhetoric may be used to construct each type of legitimacy.  
 
2.3.3 Linking institutional pressures, legitimacy, and rhetoric 
As was highlighted in the introduction to this chapter, communication research has 
largely been criticised for failing to consider the macro-phenomena impacting 
communication (Jones et al., 2004; Lammers & Barbour, 2006), therefore limiting 
our understanding of why organisations communicate about certain activities within 
their CSR reports. Furthermore, while there have been studies linking rhetoric and 
legitimacy, they have largely failed to consider the environmental context impacting 
communication, which, as Ihlen (2011) has argued, is an important element of 
rhetorical analysis. In turn, studies have also neglected to consider how the broader 
environment impacts communication. The opportunity to explore how rhetoric is 
used to seek and indicate legitimacy in relation to institutional pressures may be 
particularly fruitful in order to shed light on why and how organisations 
communicate about CSR in the way that they do.  
 
With this idea in mind, this study therefore seeks to build on the current links 
between institutional pressures and legitimacy, and legitimacy and rhetoric, to 
consider how organisations use rhetoric to seek or indicate legitimacy in relation to 
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institutional pressures within the context of CSR communication. This idea that 
organisations can use rhetoric to seek or indicate legitimacy in relation to 
institutional pressures is comprised of two premises: firstly, organisations face 
institutional pressures, to which they need to indicate legitimacy; and secondly, to 
seek legitimacy, organisations can use rhetoric.  
 
As the previous sections highlighted, the literature suggests that: (a) certain types of 
legitimacy may be associated with the different institutional pressures, and that (b) 
the three rhetorical devices may be associated with the different types of legitimacy. 
By using legitimacy as the common axis, given the connection between institutional 
pressures and legitimacy, and legitimacy and rhetoric, this study proposes that certain 
types of rhetoric may be used in response to each of the institutional pressures. These 
propositions are highlighted in the next section.   
 
2.4 Proposed model and gaps 
Upon reviewing the literature in relation to CSR communication (Section 2.2), it was 
noted that there are a number of authors who have considered how organisations 
should deal with the complexities of CSR communication by drawing on the notions 
of institutional pressures, legitimacy, and/or rhetoric. However, a critical review of 
this research reveals that whilst they provide insights in relation to CSR 
communication, little attention has been given to considering the interplay between: 
(a) the different pressures on organisations impacting CSR communication, (b) the 
implications this has in relation to creating messages that indicate and seek 
legitimacy in the eyes of multiple audiences with divergent interests, and (c) the way 
in which language can be used to rationalise and justify organisations’ activities. This 
research therefore seeks to explore the why and how of CSR communication by 
drawing on institutional pressures, legitimacy, and rhetoric.  
 
As this literature review has highlighted, scholars have already identified links 
between institutional pressures and legitimacy, as well as legitimacy and rhetoric. By 
highlighting these links and using legitimacy as a common axis, this chapter has 
pieced together a framework that may assist in exploring why organisations 
communicate about CSR activity (as a result of indicating legitimacy in relation to 
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institutional pressures), and well as how they communicate (by using rhetoric to 
rationalise and justify that their activities are legitimate). In doing so, the chapter 
suggests that: (a) organisations will incorporate regulative pressures in a bid to 
indicate pragmatic legitimacy, and will use logos to seek pragmatic legitimacy in 
relation to these pressures; (b) organisations will incorporate professional pressures 
in a bid to indicate professional legitimacy, and can use logos, pathos, or ethos to 
seek professional legitimacy in relation to these pressures; and (c) organisations will 
incorporate public/mimetic pressures in a bid to indicate moral legitimacy, and can 
use ethos to seek moral legitimacy in relation to these pressures. These propositions 
are summarised in Table 2.1. It should be noted here that cognitive legitimacy may 
be linked to all three pressures, after a point in time in which the expectations 
associated with these pressures become taken for granted. 
 
Table 2.1 Proposed model based on the current literature 
Institutional pressure Legitimacy Rhetorical device 
Regulative pressures Pragmatic legitimacy Logos or pathos 
Professional pressures Pragmatic or moral 
legitimacy 
Logos, ethos, and pathos* 
Public/mimetic pressures Moral legitimacy Ethos or pathos 
*Given professional pressures may be associated with either pragmatic or moral legitimacy, this would suggest all three 
rhetorical devices may be used. 
 
It is important to highlight that while this proposed model provides the foundation on 
which to explore the why and how of CSR communication, to date, the three 
concepts of institutional pressures, rhetoric, and legitimacy have not been linked. 
Given this, the proposed model has not been empirically investigated. Furthermore, 
while the proposed model has been developed from the literature to date, there are a 
number of contradictions noted in the literature which warrant consideration.  
 
Firstly, this review noted that organisations may need to signal their legitimacy to 
multiple audiences and, as Suchman (1995, p. 584) noted, pragmatic, moral, and 
cognitive legitimacy can “co-exist in the real-world”. This could suggest that 
multiple types of legitimacy may therefore be sought in relation to each pressure. 
Secondly, while this model suggests that specific types of rhetoric may be used to 
achieve certain types of legitimacy, as this review acknowledges, ethos, logos, and 
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pathos may actually be used in conjunction with each other. Thirdly, Green (2004) 
and Marais (2012) propose different links between the types of rhetoric and 
legitimacy, which warrants consideration.  
 
2.5 Research aims 
The aim of this research is to consider the why and how of CSR communication by 
drawing on institutional theory, legitimacy, and rhetoric, and exploring the proposed 
model. In doing so, this research seeks to consider the interplay of: (a) the different 
pressures on organisations impacting on CSR communication, (b) the implications 
this has in relation to creating messages that indicate and seek legitimacy in the eyes 
of multiple audiences with divergent interests, and (c) the way in which language can 
be used to rationalise and justify organisations’ activities. More specifically, this 
research seeks to explicitly consider the macro-phenomena impacting on CSR 
communication and, in turn, provide insights into how organisations are using 
rhetoric to seek and indicate legitimacy in relation to the institutional pressures they 
face within their CSR reports. 
 
2.6 Research questions 
In order to address the relevant gaps alluded to within this literature review, and to 
successfully reach the aim of this investigation, three main research questions 
underpin this study: 
 
RQ1: Why are organisations communicating about their CSR activities? 
SRQ1a: What institutional pressures underpin the activities being discussed 
in the CSR reports? 
SRQ1b: What type of legitimacy does this infer in relation to each of the 
institutional pressures? 
 
RQ2: How are organisations communicating about their CSR activities? 
SRQ2a: What type of rhetoric is being used in relation to each of the 
institutional pressures? 
SRQ2b: What type of legitimacy does this infer in relation to each of the 
institutional pressures? 
Chapter Two: Literature review 
38 
 
 
RQ3: Is there alignment between why organisations are communicating about their 
CSR activities and how they are communicating about their CSR activities? 
 
2.7 Conclusion 
To conclude, this section has presented a review of literature on CSR and CSR 
communication, and also the various aspects of institutional theory and rhetoric. 
Through conducting this review three main research questions were established in 
order to address the current gaps within the literature. To assist in answering these 
research questions four sub-research questions were also proposed. The next section 
outlines the methodology and method used in order to evaluate the data and answer 
the research questions. 
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CHAPTER THREE 
 
Methodology 
 
You're on your own. 
And you know what you know. 
And YOU are the guy who'll decide where to go. 
Dr Seuss 
 
3.1 Introduction 
In the previous chapter three main research questions were posed, along with four 
sub-research questions. This chapter outlines the methodology and method which 
addressed the research questions. More specifically, it outlines the epistemological 
and ontological approach guiding the research, discusses the use of a case study 
method, and outlines the data collection and analysis procedures. The chapter 
concludes by highlighting the various criteria used to establish the quality of the 
research. 
 
3.2 Methodology 
This research is situated within the critical realist paradigm (Archer, 1995; 
Fleetwood, 2005; Maxwell, 2012; Miles & Huberman, 1994), which is consistent 
with other rhetorical and institutional theory studies (cf. Suddaby and Greenwood, 
2005). Drawing on this approach, this study follows the ontological perspective of 
realism (Fleetwood, 2005; Maxwell, 2012), with the epistemology being 
underpinned by constructivism and relativism (Maxwell, 2012). This paradigmatic 
approach permits the researcher to follow the view that an understanding of the 
world is inevitably a construction from our own perspective and standpoint, whilst at 
the same time acknowledging that meanings and intentions, though not directly 
observable, are part of the real world (Maxwell, 2012). This approach is appropriate 
to this study given a specific theoretical perspective – institutional theory – is being 
used to consider CSR communication, and that rhetoric permits exploration of 
meanings and intentions (Kennedy, 2007). 
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While most research in both CSR and institutional theory tends to be quantitative in 
nature (Lockett et al., 2006; Suddaby, 2010), in order to successfully investigate the 
research questions and understand how organisations seek and indicate legitimacy in 
their CSR reports, this research draws on a qualitative methodology to consider the 
proposed model linking institutional pressures, legitimacy, and rhetoric, within the 
specific context of CSR communication, using CSR reports as the primary data 
source. This qualitative methodology is appropriate given the ‘why’ and ‘how’ 
research questions (Yin, 2009) and is also aligned with the critical realist perspective 
underpinning this study (Maxwell, 2012). A qualitative approach also acknowledges 
Suddaby’s (2010) argument that studies using institutional theory, particularly those 
considering legitimacy, need to retain methodologies that attend to how and why 
organisations adopt process and structures from their institutional environments.  
 
3.3 Method 
This research employs the use of a case study method to answer the research 
questions. A case study approach can be justified for the context of this research 
given that: (a) the guiding research questions consider ‘why’ and ‘how’, (b) the focus 
of this research is on a contemporary event within a real-life context, and (c) the 
researcher has little control over behavioural events (Yin, 2009). The use of a case 
study method can also be considered acceptable given the aim of the research is to 
understand a real-life phenomena – CSR communication – in depth (Eisenhardt, 
2002; Yin, 2009), whilst also taking into consideration the important contextual 
conditions (i.e. institutional pressures) which are highly pertinent to the phenomenon 
of study (Yin, 2009, p. 18). Case study research has also been previously used in 
CSR research (cf. Bartlett, Tywoniak, & Hatcher, 2007; Doh & Guay, 2006) and 
institutional theory research (e.g. Elsbach, 1994; Zilber, 2002, 2006), with calls being 
made to focus specifically on case studies when utilising institutional theory 
(Suddaby, 2010). 
 
In order to build the generalisability of the research, a multiple-case, embedded 
design is used (Yin, 2009). This research design dictates the use of multiple cases, 
with multiple units of analysis within the case. According to Lammers and Barbour 
(2006), this approach is appropriate when utilising institutional theory in a 
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communication context as it enables the research to identify when the observed 
communication behaviours are evidence of a widespread tending, or relevant only to 
a particular organisation. More specifically, this study draws on three industries 
(cases) and considers three organisations (units of analysis) within each of these 
industries. In total, nine organisations inform this study, which is considered 
appropriate given Eisenhardt (2002) suggests that four to ten cases should be utilised 
in order to generate a substantial level of detail.  
 
A non-probability, purposive sampling strategy (Creswell, 2007; Miles & Huberman, 
1994) was employed to select the industries and the organisations within each 
industry. Given the context of this research centres on CSR communication, the 
industries were selected on the basis of their involvement in CSR. To limit the 
universe (Creswell, 2007) to those industries that are well-known for their 
involvement with CSR the FTSE4Good Australia and AuSSI (The Australian SAM 
Sustainability Index, which is linked to the Dow Jones Sustainability Index) were 
consulted during the latter end of 2010.  
 
The FTSE4Good Australia index lists the top 30 Australian companies that are 
deemed to be actively meeting good standards of practice in corporate responsibility, 
particularly in relation to social and environmental aspects (FTSE, 2010). Similarly, 
AuSSI tracks the performance of Australian companies that are considered to be 
leading their industry in terms of corporate sustainability; however, its assessment is 
based on environmental, social, and economic factors (AuSSI, 2010). Here it should 
be noted that the organisations listed on each of these indices do differ, though some 
organisations are included on both. For this reason, both indices – FTSE 4Good and 
AuSSI – were considered in order to inform the sample. 
 
Although there are a number of indices which measure and rate an organisation’s 
CSR performance, the indices selected to inform the data set are two of the more 
reputable indices. This is largely because the organisations included in both lists 
cannot join these indices, but rather are included because they have been 
independently assessed and are deemed to be performing well in the relevant criteria. 
The organisations listed on these indices are therefore considered to be leaders in 
CSR and, as a result, one would expect that these organisations are meeting the 
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various regulative, professional, and public/mimetic expectations associated with 
CSR. This idea is also supported by Marais (2012), who suggested that such firms 
are more socially visible and more exposed to public scrutiny and, as a result, 
experience more CSR pressure from diverse stakeholder groups. 
 
In order to select the industries, the researcher initially used the overarching industry 
classification listed by both FTSE4Good Australia and AuSSI to code each of the 
organisations listed on the indices. Following this, it was then determined which 
industries had the most organisations included on the indices. The resulting 
industries were energy, banking, and consumer goods. 
 
Three organisations within each industry were then selected, giving a total of nine 
organisations. In regards to the banking industry, all three organisations selected 
were included in at least one of the indices. However, for both the consumer goods 
industry and the energy industry, only two of the organisations were listed on either 
index. As a result, the researcher was forced to select an additional organisation to 
include in the energy and consumer goods cases. Here the researcher looked at other 
well-known organisations within each of these industries, and selected organisations 
that had been included on other rating indices for their CSR performance. 
 
Figure 3.1 outlines the pseudonyms given to each of these organisations within each 
of the industries, as well as outlining which organisations were included in at least 
one of the indices. The figure portrays the same pseudonyms and order of the 
organisations as they appear in the findings chapters.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
*Listed on one or more index 
Figure 3.1 Codes for cases and unit of analysis 
Case 1 – Banking 
B.Org 1* 
B.Org 2* 
B.Org 3* 
Case 2 – Consumer 
Goods 
CG.Org 4* 
CG.Org 5 
CG.Org 6* 
Case 3 – Energy 
E.Org 7* 
E.Org 8* 
E.Org 9 
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An overview of each of the organisations included in this study is provided in 
Appendix A.  
 
3.3.1 Sources of evidence 
Following research protocol, the research questions should dictate the sources of 
evidence that will be used in order to successfully reach the aims of a study. Chapter 
Two articulated that the main research questions ask why and how organisations 
communicate about their CSR activities, and drew specifically on the notions of 
rhetoric and institutional pressures. This dictates that the sources of evidence need to 
enable the consideration of the rhetoric used, the institutional pressures impacting on 
the organisations’ communication, and ultimately, shed light on how the 
organisations seek and indicate legitimacy.  
 
As Hardy, Palmer, and Phillips (2000) argued, discourse is one of the strategic forms 
companies use to legitimatise their actions, whereby the management of legitimacy 
depends on communication as actors instrumentally deploy symbols to garner 
legitimacy (Phillips, Lawrence, & Hardy, 2004). At the same time, however, 
discourse is embedded in institutional arrangements (Cheney, Christensen, Conrad, 
& Lair, 2004), and therefore, “provides a valuable framework for understanding the 
institutionalization process (O’Connor & Groneworld, 2013). This notion is in line 
with the idea of the rhetorical situation, which suggests that rhetorical discourse is 
called into existence by a situation (Bitzer, 1969; Ihlen, 2011), or the idea that 
language is not only content, but that it is also a context and a way to recontextualise 
content (Boje, Oswick, & Ford, 2004). This idea is also supported by Basu and 
Palazzo (2008, p. 127), who argue: 
How organizations justify their actions to others might be viewed as reflecting 
how they interpret their relationships with stakeholders and view their broader 
responsibilities to society. Studying the very nature of justifications, then, might 
provide insights into why organizations act the way they do. 
Similarly, this idea is also substantiated by Wæraas and Ihlen (2009, p. 97) who, in 
their study of legitimating ethos claims made by organisations, highlighted “verbal 
claims that are designed to influence perceptions must themselves be shaped by 
prevailing social norms”. 
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What this suggests is that the content and context of discourse cannot be separated. 
Based on this view, I argue that discourse provides a viable platform to consider why 
organisations communicate (context, i.e. institutional pressures), and how they 
communicate (content, i.e. rhetoric) in order to indicate and seek legitimacy. This is 
supported by literature on discourse analysis, which highlights that this form of 
analysis allows: (1) examination of the actual content, structure and meaning of the 
document; (2) examination of the form of discursive interaction used to communicate 
meaning and belief; (3) consideration of the social context in which the discursive 
event took place (Grant, Hardy, Oswick, & Putnam, 2004).  
 
Castello and Lozano (2011) also acknowledge this view, whereby they highlighted 
that the study of corporate written discourse (in particular) provides researchers with 
tangible accounts to analyse legitimacy strategies. At the same time, it provides 
tangible insights into why organisations act in the way that they do. This is 
particularly relevant to the study of discourse taking a rhetorical approach, whereby 
this approach allows examination of dialectical processes that link social actors, 
texts, and communicative situations (Burke, 1969; Cheney et al., 2004). 
 
Drawing on these arguments, which highlight the benefits of discourse and its 
relevance to studying institutional pressures, legitimacy, and rhetoric, corporate 
written discourse – specifically in the form of CSR reports – provides the primary 
source of evidence in this study. Given quality case study research relies on multiple 
sources of evidence (Yin, 2009), this study also draws on additional sources of 
evidence in order to gain an understanding of how the various institutional pressures 
– regulative, professional, and public/mimetic – had implications for the 
organisations’ CSR communication. 
 
Following the description of each of the pressures presented in Chapter Two and the 
justifications used in the CSR reports, tangible measures of each of these pressures 
are included as sources of evidence. More specifically, legislation and regulations 
were identified (regulative pressures), in addition to professional guidelines 
(professional pressures). Media coverage for each industry was consulted and an 
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industry overview was also conducted in order to consider the public/mimetic 
pressures impacting the organisations. 
 
In total, therefore, this research draws on five sources of evidence, all of which took 
the form of documentation. The use of documentation as a source of evidence is 
considered to be a stable source of evidence as it can be reviewed repeatedly (Yin, 
1994). It is also considered unobtrusive (Marshall & Rossman, 2006; Yin, 1994), 
whereby it is not created as a result of the case study. All of the documentation 
included in this study was publicly available. 
 
The following outlines and justifies each source of evidence, as well as the data 
collection process for each of the five sources. 
 
3.3.1.1 CSR reports 
CSR reports are the flagship documents used by organisations to illustrate their CSR 
activities. They provide researchers with tangible accounts to analyse legitimacy 
strategies (Castello & Lozano, 2011; Suddaby & Greenwood, 2005). CSR reports 
have been used as the primary source of data in a number of studies considering CSR 
communication and/or legitimacy (cf. Castello & Lozano, 2011; Chen & Bouvain; 
2008; Johansen & Nielsen, 2012; Marais, 2012; Wæraas & Ihlen, 2009). This is 
largely due to the high degree of credibility they lend to information reported within 
them (Tilt, 1994), their use by a number of stakeholders as the sole source of certain 
information (such as environmental information) (Deegan & Rankin, 1997), and their 
widespread distribution (Unerman, 2000). 
 
Given CSR reports are a form of documentation that provide a tangible account to 
analyse legitimacy strategies (cf. Castello & Lozano, 2011; Marais, 2012; Suddaby 
& Greenwood, 2005, Wæraas & Ihlen, 2009), they are therefore a viable source of 
evidence to consider the rhetorical devices used by organisations to seek and indicate 
legitimacy. Given the interplay between content and context highlighted in Section 
3.3.1, I argue that CSR reports are also a viable source to consider the institutional 
pressures shaping communication, whereby, as a result of studying the justification 
and symbols used to garner legitimacy, insight can also be provided into the 
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institutional pressures shaping communication (Basu & Palazzo, 2008). Based on 
this view, CSR reports are the main source of evidence used within this study. 
 
I acknowledge that this does place limitations on the research but, as with any 
research, time and resource limitations do force restrictions. Context is an important 
part of research utilising institutional theory; however, the institutional environment 
is highly complex and comprised of tangible and intangible aspects (i.e. tangible 
aspects include written laws and professional guidelines, whilst intangible aspects 
include education and professional networks). This has resulted in criticism of 
research using institutional theory, whereby because of the complexity of the 
institutional environment, scholars have tended to focus only on one element of the 
institutional environment (such as mimeticism; cf. Mizruchi & Fein, 1999) and 
thereby fail to account for alternative explanations, or rely on proxies to measure the 
intangible (Suddaby, 2010).  
 
By using CSR reports as the primary source of evidence, I acknowledge that I focus 
specifically on the tangible aspects of the institutional environment or, in other 
words, look for tangible references to institutional pressures. While this does place 
limitations on the research, it ensures that unreliable proxies are not used to make 
inferences about the intangible aspects of the institutional environment. It also 
enables the researcher to consider alternative explanations by considering a range of 
tangible regulative, professional, and public/mimetic institutional pressures. 
 
In regards to the data collection process, copies of each of the nine organisation’s 
CSR reports from 2010 were obtained from each organisation’s website. Appendix B 
provides a description of each of the reports. For some organisations the annual 
report and CSR report were published as an integrated report. This was the case for 
all three of the banking organisations, one of the organisations in the consumer goods 
industry (CG.Org 4, though the emphasis was on the financial reporting), and also 
one of the energy companies (E.Org 9). The remaining organisations published these 
reports as separate reports, and hence only the CSR report was included as a data 
source.  
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It should also be noted here that B.Org 3 published a total of six CSR reports, one 
being its main report (which was a collated version of its annual report and 
sustainability report), with the further five reports being specific to areas of CSR 
activities, such as customers, supply chain, environment, people, and community. All 
of these were included as data sources; however, the primary focus was on its main 
report. Furthermore, both CG.Org 5 and CG.Org 6 are business units of larger 
conglomerates. In both instances, while reports were published by the larger 
conglomerates, the analysis focused specifically on the sections that were relevant to 
CG.Org 5 and CG.Org 6 as business units.  
 
3.3.1.2 Legislation and regulations 
As outlined in Chapter Two, institutional theory suggests that organisations can be 
shaped by regulative pressures, which in turn relate to the regulations and laws that 
organisations are forced to comply with. Given this, regulations and legislation, as a 
tangible aspect of the institutional environment, were used as a source to triangulate 
the data, and identify the regulative pressures impacting the organisations’ CSR 
communication.  
 
Here it is important to note that in 2005 the Australian Government launched an 
inquiry into corporate responsibility and triple bottom line reporting. As part of the 
inquiry, the government sought to establish whether regulatory, legislative, or other 
policy approaches used in other countries should be adopted or adapted for Australia 
in relation to CSR. After considering the 146 submissions received, a report was 
published in 2006 titled Corporate responsibility: Managing risk and creating value. 
The report supported the voluntary development and adoption of CSR, and found 
that mandatory approaches to sustainability reporting would not be appropriate 
(Commonwealth of Australia, 2006). Hence, at the time this study was completed, 
the engagement in and the reporting of CSR by Australian companies was voluntary, 
and not mandated by the government. However, whilst CSR is not mandated by the 
government, there are a number of Acts by the Commonwealth of Australia that have 
implications for CSR. These include laws governing industrial relations, corporate 
governance, social issues, competition, and also the environment.  
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Given this study focused on the tangible aspects of the institutional environment, and 
followed the view that content and context in discourse is invariably interrelated, the 
organisations’ CSR reports were initially used to identify relevant legislation and 
regulations (more information on this is provided in Section 3.3.2 which outlines the 
data analysis procedures). An analysis of each of the organisations’ CSR reports 
revealed that the organisations signalled their alliance, or responsiveness, to a 
number of regulatory or legislative guidelines that have shaped the adoption of CSR 
activities, and the subsequent communication of these activities. In total, 13 pieces of 
legislation were noted across the nine organisations’ reports. 
 
While only 13 pieces of legislation and regulations were explicitly identified within 
the CSR reports, wider reading of the organisations’ websites noted three additional 
pieces of legislation and/or regulations that were relevant. More specifically, all nine 
of the organisations are required to abide by the federal government’s Trade 
Practices Act 1974 (now the Competition and Consumer Act 2010), and also anti-
discrimination legislation, yet none of the organisations highlighted this within their 
reports. Furthermore, all of the energy companies are required to abide by the 
Australian Energy Regulators rules; however, none of the energy companies 
mentioned this within their reports. To ensure additional regulations and legislation 
were not overlooked, Google searches were conducted in relation to each activity 
addressed by the organisations in their CSR reports; no additional legislation or 
regulations were noted. 
 
In total, therefore, 16 pieces of legislation and regulations impacting CSR 
communication were identified. This is discussed in Chapter Four, Section 4.2. 
 
3.3.1.3 Professional guidelines 
While professional pressures may include education and curricula, as noted in 
Chapter Two, these sources can also come from mandates, rules of thumb, standard 
operating procedures, occupational standards, certifications, and accreditation (Scott, 
1995). In other words, these are guidelines set by a professional body as 
requirements that would indicate an organisation meets standards of legitimacy. 
Given the focus of this study was on the tangible aspects of the institutional 
environment, it did not take into account the impact education and curricula has on 
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the types of activities performed by organisations under the banner of CSR, nor how 
this impacts on the communication of CSR. This section, therefore, focuses solely on 
tangible aspects relevant to professional pressures that result in shaping the adoption 
and communication of CSR including: the reporting guidelines; assessment, 
framework, and ranking devices; and industry guidelines. 
 
Similarly to the process used for identifying the relevant regulatory pressures, the 
organisations’ CSR reports were used as the basis to identify relevant professional 
guidelines impacting on CSR communication (more information on this is provided 
in Section 3.3.2 which discusses the data analysis procedures). This was considered 
acceptable given the interplay between content and context, whereby as a result of 
studying the justification and symbols used to garner legitimacy used in the CSR 
reports, insight can also be provided into the institutional pressures underpinning 
communication (Basu & Palazzo, 2008).   
 
In total, within their reports the organisations explicitly referred to 39: reporting 
guidelines; assurance, framework, and rating devices; and industry guidelines. One 
additional industry guideline – that being the Australian Banking Association’s Code 
of Banking Practice (ABA) – was also noted as being a key professional guideline 
impacting on the banking industry, though none of the three banks referenced this 
within their reports. In total, therefore, 40 professional guidelines were noted, and are 
outlined in more detail in Chapter Four, Section 4.3. 
 
3.3.1.4 Media coverage 
Given the daily news plays a major role in the continuously changing mix of 
thoughts, feelings and behaviour that defines public opinion (McCombs, Holbert, 
Kiousis, & Wanta, 2013), the media is a useful source in which to consider public 
pressures impacting on an organisation. This is also supported by Schultz and 
Wehmeier (2010) who argued that the media plays a key role in identifying public 
pressures, given that public expectations can be negotiated and debated through the 
media. Print media coverage has been used as a source of data in existing studies 
considering legitimacy and institutional theory (cf. Bartlett, 2007; Deegan & Rankin, 
1997; Deegan, Rankin, & Tobin, 2002; Deephouse 1996, 2000; Elsbach, 1994), with 
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Barley and Tolbert (1997) suggesting that newspaper articles offers a rich source of 
data to consider institutional matters.  
 
The media coverage data used in this study were collected from the electronic media 
archive database Factiva. In this study 12 Australian print media sources were used: 
The Advertiser, The Age, The Australian Financial Review, The Australian, BRW, 
Canberra Times, The Courier-Mail, Daily Telegraph, Hobart Mercury, National 
Business Review, The Sydney Morning Herald, The West Australian. These print 
media sources include the largest circulating national and state newspapers in 
Australia, with the content of these newspapers considered to be reflective of public 
concern (Deegan et al., 2002).  
 
Articles were collected during the period from 1 January 2009 to 30 October 2010. 
As previously noted, the CSR reports used to inform this study were taken from the 
2010 reporting period, which covers the Australian financial period from 1 July 2009 
to 31 June 2010.  The extended time period for the media articles, however, takes 
into account the fact that the majority of the CSR reports were published in 
November of 2010 and that some organisations may be quick to respond to public 
pressures, whilst at the same time, acknowledges the fact that there can be a lagged 
effect between media coverage, changes in community expectations, and ultimately 
changes in corporate operating and disclosure policies (Islam & Deegan, 2010). 
 
 Drawing loosely on Carroll’s (1991) definition of CSR and descriptions of what 
CSR entails – namely governance, social, economic, and environment issues – 
searches were completed using the Free Text keywords of ‘communit* OR 
governance OR social OR environmental OR employees OR staff’ AND ‘the 
industry and organisation’s names’. For example, for the banking industry the search 
term: ‘communit* OR governance OR social OR environmental OR employees OR 
staff’ AND ‘banks OR B.Org 1 OR B.Org 2 OR B.Org 3’ was used. These search 
terms were previously employed by Bartlett (2007) in a study linking CSR, 
institutional theory, and legitimacy.  
 
In total, the search returned 15,831 articles for the banking industry, 4,225 for the 
consumer goods industry, and 4,189 for the energy industry. This data set contained 
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no duplicates, as these had been removed using a search function in Factiva. Given 
the large number of articles returned, each of the results was sorted via relevance, 
which ensured that the articles containing the key words were listed first. A manual, 
natural word check of each entire article was conducted by the researcher to ensure 
the articles sourced did in fact meet the criteria defined for this study (Bartlett, 2007). 
These criteria entailed that the article had to be relevant to the respective industry 
and address an issue that pertained to the social, economic, environmental, and/or 
governance categories of CSR. 
 
By conducting this manual, natural word check, the researcher found a point at which 
the articles were no longer deemed to be relevant – in other words, the articles 
became redundant (Lincoln & Guba, 1985) in that they either did not discuss the 
industry specifically, or they had no relevance to CSR. This point was reached after 
the first 300 articles for the banking industry, 100 articles for the consumer goods 
industry, and after 200 for the energy industry. No articles after this point were 
included in the data set. 
 
Once the data set had been reduced, the articles were reviewed again following the 
steps outlined by Islam and Deegan (2010), whereby each article was reviewed for a 
general discussion relating to the social, economic, environmental, and/or 
governance categories of CSR, and then again to identify the specific issues 
mentioned. Using this process, the data set was narrowed to 269 articles for the 
banking industry, 74 for the consumer goods industry, and 136 for the energy 
industry. 
 
3.3.1.5 Industry overview 
Given the interplay between context and content when considering discourse, an 
important part of this research involved considering the industries pertaining to each 
case. The fifth and final data source used for this study, therefore, involved piecing 
together an overview of each of the industries in order to assist in considering the 
public/mimetic pressures impacting on each of the industries and, in turn, the impact 
these could have on CSR communication.  
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While providing an overview of each industry does not necessarily involve a detailed 
analysis, it is important to place the CSR reports within a context, and is also a key 
part of case study research (Yin, 2003). Industry overviews have also been used in 
other studies linking CSR communication and legitimacy and/or institutional theory 
(cf. Ihlen, 2011; Schultz & Wehmeier, 2010). 
 
In order to gain an overview of the industries, Google searches were conducted using 
the search term: ‘industry name’ AND ‘corporate social responsibility’. The 
researcher focused on academic publications (journal articles, theses), government 
reports, and industry research revealed using the search terms.  
 
3.3.2 Data analysis procedures 
The data analysis procedures for this study drew on Miles and Huberman’s (1994) 
approach for conducting qualitative research and Yin’s (2009) approach to 
conducting case study research. Given the volume of the data, data condensation 
(Tesch, 1990) was used in order to organise and discard data in a manner that 
enabled conclusions to be drawn. Miles and Huberman’s strategies of data reduction, 
data analysis, and conclusion drawing and verification were also used, with NVivo, 
matrices, and cross-site matrices being employed as data management techniques.  
 
The data analysis involved both content and rhetorical analyses.  
 
Content analysis is frequently used in organisational research, and has been used in 
other studies considering CSR communication, legitimacy, and/or institutional theory 
(see, for example, Chen & Bouvain, 2009; Marais, 2012; Suddaby & Greenwood, 
2008; Unerman, 2000). Qualitative researchers using a content analytic approach 
recognise that text is open to subjective interpretation, reflects multiple meanings, 
and is context dependent (e.g., part of a larger discourse) (Julien, 2008). 
Furthermore, given content analysis is useful in identifying both the conscious and 
unconscious messages communicated about by the text, in that it considers what is 
explicitly stated, as well as what is implied by the manner in which the content is 
expressed (Julien, 2008), it is particularly useful to consider the content/context 
interplay relevant to this research. 
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As was highlighted in Chapter Two, rhetoric provides an interesting perspective that 
also tempers between the organisation’s self-interests and its role within society 
(Castello & Lozano, 2011; Marais, 2012; Scherer & Palazzo, 2007; Suddaby, 2010) 
and is useful in considering how organisations communicate in a manner to seek 
legitimacy (cf. Boyd & Waymer, 2011; Edwards, 2011; Ihlen, 2011). There is a 
growing body of work in organisational studies using rhetorical analysis (see for 
example Covaleski et al., 2003; Suddaby & Greenwood, 2005; Heracleous & Barrett, 
2001; Oakes, et al., 1998), and scholars in CSR communication also use rhetoric as 
an analytical tool (see Marais, 2012; Wæraas & Ihlen, 2009).  
 
Overall, the data analysis process centred on three key areas:  
1. To identify what activities the organisations were talking about in their 
reports (content analysis looking at the activities discussed in the reports); 
2. To explore why the organisations were talking about this activity within their 
reports, and, as part of this, what signals did the organisations give in their 
CSR reports that enable exploration of the why (content analysis of the CSR 
report in its entirety looking for evidence of/reference to professional 
guidelines, legislation/regulations and stakeholders, the latter of which is 
linked to the media analysis, and then doing a content analysis of each of the 
sources to determine whether this shaped the activities discussed in the 
report); and  
3. To explore how organisations were communicating about this activity within 
their reports (rhetorical analysis of the activities discussed in their reports). 
 
Together, these three areas reflected the research questions, and enabled 
consideration of the rhetorical devices being used by the organisations, exploration 
of tangible evidence shedding light on institutional pressures, as well as enabling 
inferences to be made in relation to legitimacy.  
 
To summarise, therefore, the data analysis procedures were conducted over three 
phases which, in totality, enabled consideration of the research questions. Table 3.1 
provides a synthesis of the data analysis procedures used in this research and is used 
to guide the following discussion.  
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Table 3.1 Overview of the data analysis procedures 
Phase Description 
Phase One Stage 1: Coding of the activities discussed in  reports  
Stage 2: Coding of the rhetorical appeals used  
Phase Two Stage 1: Coding of report for references to professional guidelines, legislation 
and regulations 
Stage 2: Analysis of regulatory sources and impact on activities  
Stage 3: Analysis of professional sources and impact on activities  
Stage 4: Media analysis and impact on activities  
Stage 5: Industry overview and impact on activities  
Phase Three Coding of the justification strategies  
 
It should be noted here that while the discussion below and the findings presented in 
Chapters Four to Six centre on the across-case analysis, Appendix I summarises the 
individual findings for each of the organisations.  
 
For each individual organisation, Appendix I summarises the findings across the 
three phases of this study and highlights: (1) the activities discussed with its report, 
(2) the coverage of the report given to each activity, (3) the relevant regulations 
and/or legislation (regulative pressures) and the activities these shape, (4) the 
professional guidelines mentioned (professional pressures) and the activities these 
shape, (5) the activities identified through the  media and industry analysis 
(public/mimetic pressures) and the activities these have an impact on, (6) the 
justification given in relation to each activity, and (7) the rhetorical devices used in 
relation to each activity.  
 
The following section outlines each of the phases in more detail. 
 
3.3.2.1 Phase One 
The aim of this phase was to identify the activities being discussed in each of the 
CSR reports; these activities were the primary pieces of data used in this study. This 
phase also sought to uncover the rhetorical devices being used by the organisations 
which, in turn, informed the second research question; ‘How are organisations 
communicating about their CSR activities?’. 
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Stage One 
This stage involved coding the reports to determine the activities that the 
organisations were communicating about in their reports. Each of the organisation’s 
CSR reports was read and coded using NVivo, which resulted in a list of 45 activities 
being noted across the nine reports. Higher-order coding was given to each of these 
activities, whereby they were sorted into four overarching categories – governance, 
social, environmental, and economic disclosures – which align with the definitions of 
CSR guiding this study, as noted in Chapter One. More specifically, 16 activities 
were coded as being relevant to the governance category, 12 to the social category, 
11 to the environmental category, and six to the economic category. 
 
The analysis did not focus on how many times each activity was mentioned, but 
rather whether or not an activity was mentioned by the organisation. Appendix C 
provides a cross-site matrix illustrating which activities were addressed by each of 
the nine organisations within their CSR reports. As this matrix shows, the data 
analysis revealed that while 45 activities were discussed across the nine 
organisations’ reports, this did not necessarily mean that all organisations discussed 
all 45 within their report, nor were all 45 activities relevant to each organisation. 
More specifically, of the 45 activities, 41 were deemed relevant to the banking and 
consumer goods industries (though only 40 were relevant to CG.Org 4), while 42 
were deemed relevant to the energy industry. To elaborate more on this point, 
activities such as energy demand/networks/security for example, were relevant only 
to the energy industry, as this line of work is not relevant to the organisations in the 
banking or consumer goods industry.  
 
As Appendix C highlights, the analysis found that of the relevant 41 activities, B.Org 
1 and B.Org 3 both addressed 32 within their reports, while B.Org 2 addressed 29, 
CG.Org 5 addressed 36, and CG.Org 6 addressed 28. Of the 40 activities relevant to 
CG.Org 4, it addressed 23 within its report. Meanwhile, in regards to the energy 
industry, of the 42 activities noted as being relevant, E.Org 7 addressed 32 within its 
report, E.Org 8 addressed 30, and E.Org 9 addressed 34. 
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While the focus of this analysis was on whether or not an activity was mentioned 
within an organisation’s report, rather than the number of times an activity was 
mentioned, it should be noted that NVivo was also used to establish the percentage of 
the report (coverage) coded to each of the activities, as shown in Appendix D. This 
was done primarily to consider the amount of attention, and in a sense, importance, 
an organisation gave to a particular activity within its report, and if any links could 
be established between the type of pressure underpinning this activity. This idea is 
discussed in more detail, particularly in relation to public/mimetic pressures in 
Chapter Four.  
 
Stage Two 
The second stage of this analysis considered the rhetorical devices being used by 
each of the organisations in relation to each of the activities. Here it should be noted 
that the decision was made to conduct the rhetorical analysis prior to the analysis of 
the institutional pressures, so that the coding of the rhetorical devices remained 
objective and limited the potential for the coding to be shaped by the proposed links 
between institutional pressures and rhetoric noted in the proposed model. 
 
In order to determine the rhetorical devices – logos, ethos, and pathos – being used in 
relation to each activity, Higgins and Walker’s (2012) coding framework was utilised 
(as shown in Table 3.2) in order to consider the specific persuasive techniques 
(rhetorical appeals) relevant to each category of rhetorical device. While the 
proposed model shown in Chapter Two suggests rhetorical devices will be used in 
isolation, when coding, Aristotle’s view that rhetorical devices can be used in 
conjunction with each other (see Abizadeh, 2002; Nichols, 1987; Robinson, 2006; 
Wæraas & Ihlen, 2009) was considered and, as a result, multiple rhetorical devices 
could be coded to each piece of data.  
 
It should be noted here that for the first stage of this phase, a piece of data was the 
discussion relating to a single activity. For Stage Two, however, individual words or 
sentences (this is consistent with Suddaby & Greenwood, 2005) could be coded 
within this piece of data (activity) to a specific rhetorical appeal. Appendix E 
illustrates excerpts of coding relating to this phase, while Table 3.2 outlines the 
rhetorical coding framework. 
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Table 3.2 Rhetorical coding 
Rhetorical device Rhetorical appeals Explanation 
ETHOS: 
Credibility  
(perceived 
character of the 
speaker) 
Similitude Highlight similarities between the organisation and 
the audience, the use of pronouns such as we and 
our 
Ingratiation/self-
promotion 
Compliments, flattery, agreement, self-
presentation or promotion, help 
Deference Rights and feelings of audience 
Self-criticism Admit mistakes or short-comings 
Expertise Qualifications, judgements, experience 
Consistency Continuity, maintaining 
Inclination to succeed  Promise to succeed, committed 
PATHOS: 
Emotion 
  
Figurative speech Use of metaphors 
Narrative speech First person narrative 
Emotive appeals Use of emotive language 
LOGOS: Reason  
(the appearance 
of rationality) 
Argumentation Present an argument about why a practice has been 
conducted. Because of this, therefore this. 
Logic Logical argument.  
Claims Making a statement about what the organisation 
has done 
Warrants/Justifications Justifying a particular outcome or activity 
Data The use of data, graphs, statistics 
Citations to third party Reference to a third party to support an argument.  
*This is closely linked with expertise 
Evidence/Examples  Using examples or evidence to support a 
statement/claim 
Source: Adapted from Higgins and Walker, 2012, p. 198. 
3.3.2.2 Phase Two 
This phase sought to consider the various institutional pressures that impacted on 
each of the 45 activities noted from Phase One. In doing so, this phase informed the 
first research question: ‘Why are organisations communicating about their CSR 
activities?’. By considering the findings stemming from this phase inferences in 
relation to legitimacy could be made. 
 
Stage One 
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Each of the CSR reports were read in their entirety in order to develop a list of the 
regulative and professional pressures impacting the activities noted in Phase One, 
Stage One. A list was developed of the specific regulations, legislation, and 
professional associations/guidelines the organisations made reference to in their CSR 
reports.  
 
As noted in Section 3.3.1.2, this revealed a list of 13 pieces of legislation/regulations 
which were noted across the nine organisations’ reports. To ensure no additional 
regulations or legislation were overlooked (i.e. additional regulations or legislation 
that may require organisations to perform one of the 45 activities noted from Phase 
One), wider reading of the organisations’ websites as well as Google searches were 
conducted. This revealed an additional three pieces of legislation and/or regulations, 
bringing the list of regulations and legislation to a total of 16. A cross-site matrix was 
developed (as shown in Chapter 4) which outlined each of the 16 pieces of 
legislation and regulations, and highlighted which of these were explicitly referenced 
by each of the nine organisations within their reports.  
 
A similar process was conducted in order to determine the professional pressures 
impacting on the activities discussed by the organisations in their reports. Here each 
of the nine CSR reports was read, and a list of professional guidelines was created. 
Across the nine organisations, 39 professional guidelines were noted in total, with an 
additional guideline being noted as being relevant to the banking industry. Once 
again, a cross-site matrix was developed (which is shown in Chapter 4) which 
outlined each of the 40 professional guidelines, and highlighted which of these were 
explicitly referenced by each of the nine organisations. 
 
Stage Two 
This stage drew on the list of regulations and legislation noted in Stage One, and 
involved exploring each of these regulations and relevant legislation to determine 
which of the 45 activities they shaped. Using the AustLII database – which is a 
database of Australasian legal materials, including legislation, treaties, law reform 
reports, and royal commission reports (AustLii, 2010) – a content analysis was 
performed on each piece of legislation and each regulation in order to gain an 
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understanding of the implications these had for the CSR activities being discussed in 
the organisations’ reports. 
 
Using the cross-matrix of the activities (Appendix C) developed during Phase One of 
the analysis as a guide, each of the 16 regulations and pieces of legislation were 
coded according to the activities they shaped. As Chapter Four outlines, the 16 
regulations and pieces of legislation identified had implications for 24 of the 
activities discussed by the organisations in their reports. While it was noted that these 
regulative pressures had implications for all four categories of CSR activities, the 
analysis highlighted that regulative pressures were more likely to have implications 
for those activities falling under the governance category. 
 
Stage Three 
The third stage involved considering the professional pressures. As noted in Section 
3.3.1.3, 39 reporting guidelines, assessment, framework and ranking devices, and 
industry guidelines were explicitly referenced by the organisations within their 
reports, as determined by conducting a content analysis of the organisations’ CSR 
reports. One additional professional guideline was also noted as being relevant (as a 
result of searching for the industry code of practice relevant to the banking industry).  
 
Similarly to the second stage involving the regulative pressures, research was then 
conducted into each of the: reporting guidelines; assessment, framework and ranking 
devices; and industry guidelines. Google searches were used to locate each of the 
professional guidelines. Each of the guidelines was carefully read, and then a content 
analysis was conducted in order to determine the CSR activities shaped by each of 
the guidelines. This information was cross-referenced with the cross-matrix of the 
activities performed by each of the organisations (Appendix C) in order to illustrate 
how these professional guidelines could impact the 45 activities noted across the nine 
organisations’ report. As Chapter Four outlines, of the 40 professional guidelines 
identified, one or more of these can be used to explain the adoption and 
communication of every single CSR activity discussed across the nine reports. 
Furthermore, whilst these guidelines and frameworks have implications for activities 
across the governance, social, environmental, and economic activities, the majority 
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of the guidelines and frameworks have implications predominately in relation to 
those activities of a social and environmental nature. 
 
Stage Four 
Stages Four and Five involved considering the public/mimetic pressures that could 
impact the 45 activities noted in Phase One. More specifically, Stage Four involved 
conducting a media analysis in order to consider the CSR-related issues that had been 
negotiated and debated in the media. 
 
Here content analysis was utilised, whereby each of the media articles for each 
industry were read, and initially coded into the specific types of issues discussed. It 
should be noted that some articles were relevant to multiple issues and were therefore 
coded to all the issues discussed. This initial coding was then sorted into a higher-
level coding, based on the list of activities noted in Phase One. For example, in 
relation to the banking industry, a number of articles specifically discussed issues of 
the lending of funds, customer services/customer satisfaction, and/or the opening or 
closing of branches. These issues were noted from the first round of initial coding. In 
relation to the list of activities developed in Phase One, these three specific activities 
were deemed relevant to the activity ‘customer service’. As such, the higher level 
coding noted that customer service was an activity that had been shaped by 
public/mimetic pressures.   
 
As Chapter Four outlines, in relation to the banking industry, the issues identified 
through the media analysis correlated to 20 of the CSR activities the banks discussed 
within their reports. Similarly, the issues identified through the media analysis also 
correlated to 20 of the activities discussed by the consumer goods organisations. In 
regards to the energy industry, the issues identified in this stage correlated to 23 
activities discussed by the energy organisations. Here it should be noted that while 
Chapter Four presented the findings across the three case studies, Appendix F 
presents the media analysis for each of the case studies individually. 
 
Stage Five  
The fifth and final stage of the Phase Two of data analysis involved presenting an 
overview of each of the industries, based on previous research around the area of 
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CSR. In doing so, this analysis considered how the industries themselves may lead to 
the adoption of CSR activities, or the expectation that certain CSR activities be 
performed. The overview for each of the industries is presented in Appendix G, with 
Chapter Four, Section 4.4.1, presenting the findings from the across-case analysis. 
As Chapter Four highlights, the industry analysis revealed that the industry itself 
impacted seven activities noted as being relevant to the banking industry, three for 
the consumer goods industry, and eight for the energy industry.  
 
3.3.2.3 Phase Three 
While the rhetorical analysis was conducted in Phase One it became apparent after 
conducting Phase Two that multiple pressures could have implications for the same 
activity (this idea is discussed in more detail in Chapter Four but, as an example, 
across all three industries the activity ‘anti-discrimination/human rights’ could be 
shaped by regulatory, professional, and public/mimetic pressures). Given multiple 
pressures could have implications for the same activity, no clear connection could be 
made between the types of rhetoric being used by the organisations in relation to a 
specific institutional pressure. Phase Three of analysis, therefore, involved 
considering the rhetorical devices used by the organisations in relation to each of the 
institutional pressures specifically.  
 
In particular, this phase involved considering the justifications the organisations gave 
in relation to why they were performing and/or subsequently communicating about 
the activities noted in Phase One. For example, as part of its discussion on 
biodiversity, E.Org 9 stated,  
“Cultural heritage, as a facet of ISO 14001 accreditation, is being included within our 
developing health, safety and environment integrated management system”. Here the 
organisation justified that this activity was done as a result of a professional 
guideline it had aligned itself with.  
 
As shown in Chapter Five, the organisations drew on 11 different justification 
strategies (the coding framework for these is shown in Appendix H), though it was 
noted that the organisations often drew on multiple justification strategies in relation 
to the same activity. Using this information, specific instances whereby the 
organisations justified an activity as being shaped by an institutional pressure were 
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identified. More specifically, instances whereby the organisations justified an activity 
as stemming from legislation and/or regulation (regulative pressure), professional 
guidelines (professional pressures), and/or stakeholders (public/mimetic pressures) 
could be identified, and the rhetoric used in these instances could be noted. It should 
be highlighted that given Phase One, Stage Two, involved coding specific rhetorical 
appeals to individual words or phrases, as opposed to the activity as a whole, there 
was no need to redo the rhetorical analysis.  
 
Using the NVivo matrix query function, three queries were run to show how the 
organisations were using rhetoric around activities they had justified as being shaped 
by an institutional pressure (in other words, a query was run for each institutional 
pressure). For example, using the instances whereby the organisation justified an 
activity as stemming from regulation and/or legislation, a query was run that 
highlighted the specific rhetorical appeals and devices used by each of the 
organisations in relation to instances where they had justified that activity as 
stemming from a regulative pressure.  The findings in relation to each of the three 
queries are presented in Chapter Five. 
 
Considering the rhetorical appeals and devices used by each of the organisations 
where they had identified an activity as being shaped by institutional pressures 
enabled inferences to be made in relation to legitimacy.  
 
3.3.2.4 Summary 
The following figure summarises the phases of data analysis used in this study.  
 
Phase One 
 
 Phase Two 
 
 Phase Three 
 
Activities discussed in 
CSR reports & 
Rhetorical devices 
 Institutional pressures 
shaping each of the 
activities 
 Institutional pressures used by 
organisations to justify why 
they performed/communicated 
about activities  
 
Figure 3.2 Summary of data analysis phases 
 
A B 
C 
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More specifically, this summary highlights how the various phases of the analysis 
were used together to inform the findings of this study and answer the ‘how’ and 
‘why’ research questions: 
A. Cross-referencing Phase One (specifically the analysis of the activities) and 
Phase Two enabled consideration of what activities were shaped by the 
various institutional pressures and, in turn, the inferences this had for 
legitimacy. This is discussed in Chapter Four. 
B. Comparing Phase Two and Phase Three enabled consideration of whether or 
not there was alignment between the institutional pressure that shaped a 
particular activity, and whom (and in turn, the type of institutional pressure) 
the organisation attributed the activity to/for in its justification. This is 
discussed in Chapter Five. 
C. Cross-referencing Phase One (specifically the rhetorical analysis) and Phase 
Three enabled consideration of the institutional pressures the organisations 
justified (and in turn, self-identified) as shaping a particular activity and, in 
turn, the rhetoric the organisation used and the inferences this had for 
legitimacy. This is discussed in Chapter Five.  
 
3.4 Criteria for evaluating qualitative research 
In order to ensure the rigour of qualitative research, the criteria of credibility, 
transferability, dependability, and confirmability should be adhered to (Guba & 
Lincoln, 1989). This section  outlines the four criteria suggested by Guba and 
Lincoln (1989), and the necessary conditions to meet these criteria in relation to case 
study research.  
 
3.4.1 Credibility 
Credibility relates to the validity or authenticity of the research (Janesick, 2000; 
Miles & Huberman, 1994) and, as Yin (2009, p. 41) has highlighted, credibility can 
be of concern for case studies because of so-called ‘subjective’ judgements used to 
collect the data. A number of tactics were used to increase the credibility of this 
research. Firstly, multiple sources of evidence were used in order to triangulate the 
data. While these sources were largely derived from what the organisations self-
reported, the fact that this research sought to explore an in-depth phenomenon and 
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that additional, external sources were also used, justifies the selection of sources of 
evidence and adds credibility. Additionally, the use of three cases, and multiple units 
of analysis within each case, enables replication logic (Yin, 2009), which also 
increases the credibility of the findings. 
 
3.4.2 Transferability 
Transferability relates to the quantitative criteria of generalisability or external 
validity (Miles & Huberman, 1994; Yin, 2003, 2009). This refers to whether the 
findings can hold under different conditions, and hence considers if the findings can 
be generalised beyond the research’s population, time, or setting (Singleton & 
Straits, 2005). The issue of transferability is addressed by: (a) using the literature 
review as the foundation for shaping the research questions, and (b) by following 
research protocols relevant to document analysis research. It should be noted, 
however, that given this study considers CSR communication in a particular context 
(that being reports) the transferability of this research may be somewhat limited. 
 
Case studies are also often criticised for a lack of generalisability, though this often 
pertains to instances where only a single case is used. To build the generalisability of 
this research, multiple cases were used from a number of industries. It should be 
noted that, like any case study research, the findings of this study are generalisable to 
theoretical propositions, not to populations or universes (Yin, 2009). The ultimate 
goal of this research is to generalise a particular set of results to broader theory (Yin, 
2009). Finally, this research can be considered analytically generalisable (Yin, 2009) 
given this study: (a) uses previously developed theory as a template with which to 
compare the empirical results; (b) that a number of cases were considered in order to 
explore the theory; and (c) replication of the theory could be claimed across the 
cases.  
 
3.4.3 Dependability 
Dependability is related to the reliability or auditability of the research (Miles & 
Huberman, 1994), and considers the operations of the study and whether it can be 
repeated with the same results (Yin, 2003). This criterion can be achieved by 
maintaining a clear trail of evidence, implementing a research database, and by 
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clearly displaying the data collection and analysis process (Lincoln & Guba, 2000; 
Yin, 2003). Hence, perhaps the best way of achieving dependability is to be 
transparent throughout the research process, and have a detailed, comprehensive 
outline of all of the steps involved in the research. To ensure the dependability of this 
research, the study was guided by the principles of rigorous qualitative research set 
out by Miles and Huberman (1994), as well as the use of Yin’s (2009) case study 
design.  
 
Steps were also taken to ensure a clear chain of evidence. Detailed records of the 
documents used in this study were kept, as was as the coding procedures for each 
phase of the analysis to ensure that the procedures could be repeated. Where 
possible, the researcher drew on established coding procedures. In all other instances, 
the researcher drew on the literature to develop coding manuals to provide a protocol 
to ensure consistency across the cases. 
 
Furthermore, the use of documentation, while often criticised for lack of 
retrievability (Yin, 1994), enhanced the dependability of this research as all sources 
of evidence were publicly available, meaning the study could be repeated using the 
same documentation.  
 
3.4.4 Confirmability 
Confirmability can be linked to objectivity (Miles & Huberman, 1994), and involves 
outlining or illustrating how interpretations develop based on inquiry (Guba & 
Lincoln, 1989). I acknowledge this is a challenge with qualitative research, 
particularly with studies underpinned by a critical realist perspective. To enhance the 
credibility of this research, therefore, efforts were taken to ensure the finding 
chapters utilise explanation building through the use of frequent references to 
evidence, and also outline rival explanations (Yin, 2009).  
 
3.5 Conclusion 
This chapter has considered the methodology and method underpinning this research. 
It discussed that this research is qualitative in nature, and is underpinned by a critical 
realist perspective. It was also noted that a case study method was chosen for three 
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reasons: (1) the guiding research question considers ‘how’ and ‘why’, (2) the focus 
of this research is on a contemporary event within a real-life context, and (3) the 
researcher has little control over behavioural events (Yin, 2009). In order to select 
the cases, a purposive sampling strategy was used to select three cases and three 
organisations within each case, giving a total of nine organisations. Furthermore, it 
was outlined that data sources for this research focused predominately on the 
organisations’ CSR reports, but that regulations and legislation, professional 
guidelines, and a media and industry analysis were used to triangulate the data and 
consider the institutional pressures impacting on the activities discussed in the 
organisations’ CSR reports. This chapter also outlined the three phases of data 
analysis used in this research, which in turn enabled data reduction and condensation. 
The following chapters present the findings for this study. 
 
Chapter Four – Findings: Institutional pressures 
67 
 
CHAPTER FOUR 
 
Findings: Institutional pressures 
 
You'll look up and down streets. Look 'em over with care. 
About some you will say, "I don't choose to go there." 
With your head full of brains and your shoes full of feet, 
you're too smart to go down any not-so-good street. 
And you may not find any you'll want to go down. 
In that case, of course, you'll head straight out of town. 
Dr Seuss 
 
4.1 Introduction 
This chapter sheds light on the first research question, which asks: ‘Why are 
organisations communicating about their CSR activities?’. To do this, the analysis 
was centred around the notion of institutional pressures presented in Chapter Two, 
and considers the regulative, professional, and public/mimetic pressures shaping 
CSR and, as a result, CSR communication.  
 
In order to answer this research question, this chapter is structured as follows. Firstly, 
this chapter sheds light on the regulative pressures shaping CSR activities, followed 
by the various professional pressures shaping CSR activities. It also outlines the 
public/mimetic pressures shaping the organisations’ activities by presenting: (a) an 
overview of each of the industries; and (b) the findings from the media analysis. In 
each section, the implications in relation to legitimacy are noted. 
 
Here it should be highlighted that this chapter draws on the premise of institutional 
theory, which suggests that organisations will respond to institutional pressures, and 
from this we can infer that they are indicating particular types of legitimacy. This 
link between the responses to the different types of pressures and the type of 
legitimacy the response reflects is a theoretical, yet assumptive, claim. Therefore, 
following the method discussed in Chapter Three, this chapter presents the findings 
from coding each of the CSR reports to identify the institutional pressures 
underpinning the activities being discussed in these reports. The empirical evidence 
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presented in this chapter is the coding of the pressures (via activities). From this 
empirical evidence, specific types of legitimacy can be inferred.  
 
4.2 Regulative pressures 
As outlined in Chapter Two, institutional theory suggests that organisations can be 
shaped by regulative pressures, which in turn relate to the regulations and laws that 
organisations are forced to comply with. Given this, regulations and legislation, as a 
tangible aspect of the institutional environment, were used to identify the regulative 
pressures shaping the organisations’ CSR communication.  
 
More specifically, following the method outlined in Chapter Three, this analysis 
involved firstly analysing the organisations’ CSR reports to identify relevant 
legislation and/or regulations, as well as identifying additional legislation and/or 
regulations that were relevant to the organisations but ones that they failed to 
mention within their CSR reports. These findings are outlined in Section 4.2.1. In 
doing so, this enabled consideration of the regulative and/or legislative guidelines 
that have shaped the adoption of CSR activities, and the subsequent communication 
of these activities, which was phase two of the analysis. In other words, by 
considering the various legislation and/or regulations, it could then be determined 
which activities discussed within the organisations’ CSR reports were shaped by 
regulative pressures, and in turn whether the organisations discussed these activities 
within their reports. These findings are outlined in Section 4.2.2. Following this, 
Section 4.2.3 presents an overall discussion of the findings in relation to regulative 
pressures, and notes the inferences in relation to legitimacy, while Section 4.2.4 
summarises the key points. 
 
4.2.1 Identification of regulative pressures 
As highlighted above, identifying the legislation and/or regulations was an important 
part of the analysis, and was undertaken in order to ultimately determine what CSR 
activities discussed by the organisations were shaped by regulative pressures. 
 
As outlined in Chapter Three, from analysing the organisations’ reports, some 13 
regulations and pieces of legislation were noted. However, while only 13 pieces of 
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legislation and/or regulations were explicitly identified within the CSR reports, wider 
reading of the organisations’ websites noted three additional pieces of legislation 
and/or regulations that were relevant. To elaborate further, all nine of the 
organisations are required to abide by the federal government’s Trade Practices Act 
1974 (now the Competition and Consumer Act 2010), and also anti-discrimination 
legislation, yet none of the organisations highlighted this within their reports. 
Furthermore, all of the energy companies are required to abide by the Australian 
Energy Regulators rules; however, none of the energy companies mentioned this 
within their reports. To ensure additional regulations and/or legislation were not 
overlooked, Google searches were conducted in relation to each activity addressed 
by the organisations in their CSR reports (as identified in Appendix C), though no 
additional legislation and/or regulations were noted.  
 
The following table summarises the 16 pieces of legislation and/or regulations noted, 
and highlights which of these were explicitly referenced by the organisations within 
their reports. This latter part was also an important part of the analysis; this table 
enabled consideration of whether or not the organisation explicitly referenced the 
legislation/regulation and whether or not the organisation actually addressed the 
activity shaped by the legislation/regulation within its report. This is discussed in 
more detail in Section 4.2.3. 
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Table 4.1 Regulative pressures 
Name of legislation 
B.Org  
1 
B.Org  
2 
B.Org  
3 
CG.Or
g 4 
CG.Or
g 5 
CG.Or
g 6 
E.Org  
7 
E.Org  
8 
E.Org  
9 
ACCC Green Marketing and Trade 
Practices Act (ACCC (TPA)) 
    x   x  
ACCC Product recall guidelines 
(ACCC (PRG))# 
    x     
Anti-discrimination legislation (ADL)          
Australian Energy Regulator rules 
(AER)* 
         
ASX Corporate Governance 
Principles and Recommendations 
(ASX Recommendations) 
x  x x x  x x x 
Corporations Act 2001   x x   x  x 
Electrical Safety Act 2002 (ESA)^         x 
Energy Efficiency Opportunity Act 2006 
(EEO) 
    x x    
Environmental Protection Acts (EPA)         x 
Equal Opportunity for Women in the 
Workplace Act 1999 (EOWA) 
 x x x  x x   
Fair Work Act 2009 (FWA)        x x 
National Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
Reporting Act 2007 (NGER) 
x x x x x x x x x 
Occupational Health and Safety Act 
1991 (OHS) 
    x     
Privacy Acts (including National 
Privacy Principles) 
    x  x  x 
Renewable Energy (Electricity) Act 
2000 (RET) * 
      x x  
Trade Practices Act 1974 (TPA)          
# Relevant to the consumer goods industry only; *Relevant to energy industry only; ^ Relevant to E.Org 9 only 
 
It should be noted that of the 16 pieces of legislation and/or regulations identified, 
not all of these were relevant for each organisation. More specifically, only 12 were 
relevant to the three organisations in the banking industry, while only 13 were 
relevant to the three organisations in the consumer goods industry. In relation to the 
energy industry, 14 were relevant to both E.Org 7 and E.Org 8, while 15 were 
relevant to E.Org 9, as it faced state-based legislation that was not applicable to 
E.Org 7 or E.Org 8. 
 
As this table shows, of the 12 regulations and/or pieces of legislation relevant to the 
banking industry, B.Org 1 and B.Org 2 explicitly referenced only two within their 
reports. While both referenced the National Greenhouse and Energy Reporting Act 
2007 (NGER), B.Org 1 explicitly referenced the ASX Corporate Governance 
Principles and Recommendations (ASX Recommendations), while B.Org 2 
referenced the Equal Opportunity for Women in the Workplace Act 1999 (EOWA). 
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B.Org 3 on the other hand, explicitly referenced four pieces of legislation and/or 
regulations within its report: the Corporations Act 2001 (Corporations Act), EOWA, 
NGER, and the ASX Recommendations. As indicated by the table, only one piece of 
legislation – the NGER – was explicitly referenced by all three banks. A further two 
regulative pressures were referenced by two of the banks, whereby the ASX 
Recommendations were referenced by B.Org 1 and B.Org 3, and EOWA was 
referenced by B.Org 2 and B.Org 3. 
 
Of the 13 regulations and/or pieces of legislation relevant to the consumer goods 
industry, as the table highlights, four were explicitly referenced by CG.Org 4, seven 
by CG.Org 5, and three by CG.Org 6. The NGER was the only legislation explicitly 
referenced by all three consumer goods organisations, though three were referenced 
by two of the organisations: the ASX Recommendations were referenced by CG.Org 
4 and CG.Org 5; EOWA was referenced by CG.Org 4 and CG.Org 6; and the Energy 
Efficiency Opportunity Act 2006 (EEO) was referenced by CG.Org 5 and CG.Org 6. 
In addition to those regulations and/or pieces of legislation noted, CG.Org 4 also 
explicitly referenced the Corporations Act, whilst CG.Org 5 also referenced the 
Occupational Health and Safety Act 1991 (OHS), the Privacy Acts, the Australian 
Competition and Consumer Commission’s Green Marketing and the Trade Practices 
Act (ACCC (TPA)), and the Australian Competition and Consumer Commission’s 
Product Recall Guidelines (ACCC (PRG)). 
 
Of the 14 regulations and/or pieces of legislation relevant to both E.Org 7 and E.Org 
8, E.Org 7 explicitly referenced six, while E.Org 8 referenced five. In relation to 
E.Org 9, of the 15 regulations and/or pieces of legislation that were relevant, it 
explicitly referenced seven. All three energy organisations referenced the ASX 
Recommendations and the NGER. An additional three pieces of legislation were 
referenced by two of the organisations: E.Org 7 and E.Org 9 both referenced the 
Corporations Act and the Privacy Acts; E.Org 8 and E.Org 9 both referenced the 
Fair Work Act 2009 (FWA); and E.Org 7 and E.Org 8 both referenced the 
Renewable Energy (Electricity) Act 2000 (RET). In addition to those already 
mentioned, E.Org 7 also referenced EOWA, E.Org 8 explicitly referenced the ACCC 
(TPA), and E.Org 9 referenced the Electrical Safety Act 2002 (ESA) and the 
Environmental Protection Acts (EPA). 
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4.2.2 Activities discussed in reports shaped by regulative pressures 
In order to consider whether the organisations actually addressed the activity that 
was shaped by these regulative pressures, it was necessary to cross-reference the 
legislation noted above with the types of activities organisations were 
communicating about in their CSR reports (as shown in Appendix C).  
 
Table 4.2 cross-references the activities with the legislation and/or regulations noted. 
As this table highlights, of the 16 regulations and/or pieces of legislation identified, 
these had implications for 24 of the activities discussed by the organisations in their 
reports. In other words, regulatory pressures had an impact on 24 activities. While it 
was noted that these regulative pressures had implications for all four categories of 
CSR activities, the analysis highlighted that regulative pressures were more likely to 
have implications for those activities falling under the governance category. 
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Table 4.2 Activities shaped by regulative pressures 
Activity Legislation 
Governance 
Annual General Meetings (AGM) 
ASX Recommendations, 
Corporations Act 
Anti-competitive behaviour, anti-corruption/bribery, continuous disclosure 
and/or insider trading 
ASX Recommendations, 
Corporations Act, TPA 
Board of directors/ executive leaders 
ASX Recommendations, 
Corporations Act 
Code of conduct 
ASX Recommendations, 
Corporations Act 
Corporate governance ASX Recommendations 
Marketing/advertising/labelling 
Corporations Act, TPA, ACCC 
(TPA) 
Privacy Privacy Act 
Product disclosure/information Corporations Act, ACCC (PRG) 
Risk management ASX Recommendations 
Whistleblower protection Corporations Act 
Social 
Anti-discrimination/human rights 
ADL, ASX Recommendations, 
EOWA, FWA 
Employee benefits FWA 
Employee remuneration (including remuneration of directors/executives) 
ASX Recommendations, 
Corporations Act, FWA 
Freedom of association/union FWA 
Health and safety OHS, ESA 
Hours of work, leave, turnover etc. FWA 
Environmental 
Biodiversity EPA 
Emissions NGER 
Energy efficiency/consumption EEO 
Environmental management/risk EPA 
Renewable energy RET 
Economic 
Energy demand/security/network AER 
Fees and charges (including energy price) AER 
Financial performance/Dividends Corporations Act 
 
As highlighted previously, an important part of the analysis was determining whether 
or not the organisations explicitly referenced the legislation, and whether or not the 
organisation actually addressed the activity shaped by the legislation/regulation 
within its report. By considering which regulations and/or pieces of legislation were 
referenced by the organisations (as outlined in Section 4.2.1), the activities that were 
shaped by regulative pressures (shown in the table above), and the activities 
discussed by the organisations within their reports (Appendix C), a number of 
insights were revealed.  
 
More specifically, as the data below highlight: (a) the organisations would often 
communicate about an activity within their reports whilst failing to acknowledge that 
it was shaped by legislation and/or regulations; (b) just because an organisation 
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referenced a piece of legislation or regulation did not necessarily mean they 
addressed all the relevant activities shaped by that legislation or regulation within 
their reports; and/or (c) the organisations did not necessarily address all of the 
relevant activities stemming from regulative pressure within their reports. 
 
Firstly, within the banking industry the data highlighted that the 12 regulations 
and/or pieces of legislation relevant to the banks had an impact on 21 of the 41 
activities relevant to the banking industry. Closer inspection of the data revealed that 
B.Org 1 addressed 17 of these activities within its report, despite only referencing 
two of the 12 regulations and pieces of legislation within its report. Similarly, B.Org 
2 explicitly referenced only two of the 12 pieces of legislation/regulations within its 
report, and of the 21 activities stemming from the regulative pressures noted, it 
addressed 12 of these within its report. B.Org 3, on the other hand, addressed 14 of 
the 21 activities shaped by regulative pressures, despite only explicitly referencing 
four pieces of legislation and/or regulations within its report.  
 
Within the consumer goods industry, the 13 pieces of legislation and regulations 
noted as being relevant also had implications for 21 of the activities relevant to this 
industry. The data highlighted that CG.Org 4 addressed 15 of these activities within 
its report, despite explicitly referencing only four pieces of legislation and 
regulations. For CG.Org 5, on the other hand, the data revealed that while the 
organisation explicitly referenced seven pieces of legislation and regulations, these 
had implications for only 15 activities. While this was the case, the data highlighted 
that CG.Org 5 actually discussed 19 of the relevant 21 activities shaped by regulative 
pressures within its report. Lastly, for CG.Org 6, it discussed 14 of the activities 
shaped by regulative pressures within its report, while the data showed that it 
explicitly referenced only three regulations and pieces of legislation within its report.  
 
Finally, in relation to the energy industry, the data highlighted that both the 14 pieces 
of legislation and regulations relevant to E.Org 7 and E.Org 8 and the 15 pieces of 
legislation and regulations relevant to E.Org 9 had implications for 24 of the 
activities relevant to these organisations. As was previously noted, E.Org 7 explicitly 
referenced six pieces of legislation and regulations within its report, which had 
implications for 14 of the 24 activities shaped by regulative pressures. Despite this, 
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E.Org 7 discussed 20 of the 24 activities shaped by regulative pressures within its 
report. In relation to E.Org 8, of the 24 activities relevant to the organisation that 
were shaped by regulative pressures, it discussed 17 within its report. Meanwhile, the 
data revealed that whilst the organisation explicitly referenced five pieces of 
legislation and regulations within its report, these had implications for only 14 
activities.  
 
Lastly, as previously noted, E.Org 9 explicitly referenced seven (of the relevant 15) 
pieces of legislation and regulations within its report, which in turn had implications 
for 20 activities. Interestingly, while the organisation addressed 20 activities (of the 
24) shaped by regulative pressures, these did not always align with the legislation 
and regulations it identified. For example, while the organisation referenced the 
FWA, it failed to discuss hours of work, leave, turnover, etc. Similarly, while the 
organisation failed to reference the RET, it did discussed renewable energy within its 
report.  
 
4.2.3 Discussion and inferences in relation to legitimacy  
As acknowledged throughout this section, the finding noted for E.Org 9 was in fact a 
consistent finding across most organisations, whereby: 
1. Whilst the organisations may have referenced legislation or regulations, this 
did not necessarily mean that they addressed the activities shaped by this 
legislation/regulations within their report. 
2. Whilst the organisations may have discussed an activity noted as being 
shaped by regulative pressures, they often failed to highlight the relevant 
legislation and/or regulation underpinning the activity.  
 
These two findings also led to an additional finding noted from the analysis of 
regulative pressures, whereby: 
3. Whilst regulative pressures had implications for a number of activities in 
relation to each industry, not one of the nine organisations explicitly 
referenced all of the relevant legislation and regulations, nor did any of the 
organisations address all of the activities noted as being shaped by 
regulative pressures within their reports.  
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The following section expands on these points in more detail. 
 
In relation to the first finding – whereby the analysis suggested that while the 
organisations may have referenced legislation and/or regulations, this did not 
necessarily mean that they addressed the relevant activities stemming from the 
legislation and/or regulation within the reports – this was a finding noted across all 
but two of the organisations. For example, both B.Org 1 and B.Org 3 explicitly 
referenced the ASX Recommendations, which has recommendations in relation to 
activity labelled anti-competitive behaviour, anti-corruption/bribery, continuous 
disclosure and/or insider trading, yet both banks failed to discuss this activity within 
their reports. Similarly, CG.Org 5 also referenced the ASX Recommendations but 
failed to mention anything about its annual general meeting within its report, an 
activity that is impacted by this regulation. This same finding was noted for all three 
energy companies. Lastly, both CG.Org 4 and E.Org 7 referenced the Corporations 
Act but failed to discuss an activity that was shaped by this Act within their reports, 
that being whistleblower protection. Only two organisations – B.Org 2 and CG.Org 
6 – address all of the activities that were impacted by the legislation they explicitly 
referenced. More specifically, B.Org 2 addressed both the activities that were 
shaped by the legislation it referenced, while CG.Org 6 addressed all three activities 
that were shaped by the three pieces of legislation it explicitly referenced.  
 
This finding could lead to the suggestion that the actual act of referencing a piece of  
legislation or regulation, regardless of whether or not the organisation actually 
addressed the activity stemming from this legislation within its report, may suggest 
cognitive legitimacy. More specifically, it may become a taken-for-granted 
assumption (Suchman, 1995) that because the organisation has, at some point, 
suggested that one or more of its activities are aligned with the regulative pressure, it 
therefore must be abiding by that legislation and/or regulation. This is regardless of 
whether it has shown how it is abiding by the legislation and/or regulation for all of 
the relevant activities stemming from that legislation and/or regulation. This idea is 
discussed in more detail in the following chapter, which explores the rhetoric used 
by the organisations in relation to each of the pressures. 
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In relation to the second finding – whereby the analysis suggested that whilst the 
organisations may have discussed an activity noted as stemming from regulative 
pressures, they often failed to highlight the relevant legislation and/or regulation 
underpinning the activity – this finding was consistent across all the organisations. 
In all but one case – E.Org 9 (though this finding still applies as argued in Section 
4.2.2) – the organisations discussed a higher number of activities that had been 
shaped by regulative pressures than those specifically relevant to the legislation 
and/or regulations they had explicitly referenced. For example, as was noted, despite 
only referencing two regulations/pieces of legislation B.Org 1 addressed 17 
activities shaped by regulative pressures, while B.Org 2 discussed 12. Similarly, 
CG.Org 4 addressed 15 activities that were shaped by regulative pressures despite 
referencing only four pieces of legislation and regulations, while CG.Org 6 
discussed 14 of the activities shaped by regulative pressures within its report despite 
explicitly referencing only three regulations and pieces of legislation within its 
report. 
 
To elaborate further on this argument, as was shown in Table 4.1, only one piece of 
legislation – the NGER – was explicitly referenced by all nine organisations. 
However, this piece of legislation only correlates to one activity, that being the 
discussion of emissions. As Appendix C highlights, however, a further three 
activities that were shaped by regulative pressures were addressed by all nine 
organisations. Based on this information, it appears that the organisations were 
subtly indicating their compliance with the relevant legislation by communicating 
about these activities within their reports, therefore implying pragmatic legitimacy 
whereby they had aligned themselves with a larger constituent’s interests – in this 
case, regulators – yet at the same time were often failing to acknowledge to the 
audience that this activity was required by law and therefore was not a voluntary 
activity.  
 
The activity titled ‘anti-discrimination/human rights’ illustrates this point. This 
activity is shaped by three pieces of legislation, though one of these (that being the 
anti-discrimination legislation) was not mentioned by a single organisation, with the 
other two (EOWA and FWA) being mentioned by only six organisations (five 
explicitly mentioned EOWA, with one explicitly referencing the FWA). Although 
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only six organisations explicitly referenced some of the relevant legislation, all nine 
organisations communicated about this activity within their reports. Regardless of 
the fact that they failed to reference the specific legislation however, the actual act 
of communicating about the activity suggests that the organisations, albeit subtly, 
sought to highlight that they had aligned themselves with a constituent’s larger 
interests – that being regulators (Suchman, 1995) – and therefore suggests pragmatic 
legitimacy. 
 
In relation to the final finding – which highlights that organisations are expected to 
comply with regulative pressures – not one of the nine organisations mentioned all of 
the relevant legislation and/or regulations, nor did they address all of the activities 
impacted by the regulative pressures. This finding was consistent across all nine 
organisations. As this section on regulative pressures highlighted, 12 pieces of 
legislation and regulations were noted for the banking industry, 13 were relevant to 
the consumer goods industry, and finally 14-15 were noted for the energy industry. 
As the data showed, however, not one of the nine organisations explicitly referenced 
all of the relevant pieces of legislation and regulations within its report. Similarly, 
while 21 activities were noted as being shaped by regulative pressures for both the 
banking and consumer goods industries and 24 activities relevant to the energy 
industry noted as being shaped by regulative pressures, not one of the organisations 
discussed all of the relevant activities within their reports.  
 
To elaborate further on this point, as was previously noted only four activities were 
discussed by all nine organisations. This raises the question, why did all 
organisations choose to discuss these four activities when in fact there should have 
been 21 activities that they all addressed, given organisations are expected to comply 
with legislation and regulations? This is even more interesting when we reflect on the 
second findings, whereby whilst the organisation may have communicated about an 
activity, this did not mean that it actually highlighted the relevant legislation in 
relation to these activities. As the following sections of this chapter highlight, all four 
of the activities were also shaped by professional and public/mimetic sources relating 
to all nine organisations., It does appear, therefore, that the reports may be guided 
more so by professional and public/mimetic sources than by regulative sources. This 
is also supported by the fact that whilst you would expect to see all of the 
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organisations ceremonially indicate compliance with all of the relevant legislation, as 
noted above, this was not the case. This suggests that the organisations can 
strategically choose which sources to address, and the manner in which they do so. 
This latter point also explains why some organisations chose to emphasise certain 
pieces of legislation, while other organisations (even those operating in the same 
industry) failed to do so, as well as the fact that organisations may address the 
relevant activity but fail to reference the regulative pressure.   
 
4.2.4 Summary  
To conclude, the discussion on regulative pressures highlights a number of findings, 
including the fact that: 
 Whilst the organisations may have referenced legislation and/or regulations, 
this did not necessarily mean that they addressed the relevant activities 
within their report. 
 Whilst the organisations may have discussed an activity noted as stemming 
from regulative pressures, they often failed to highlight the relevant 
legislation and/or regulation underpinning the activity.  
 Whilst regulative pressures had implications for a number of activities in 
relation to each industry, not one of the nine organisations explicitly 
referenced all of the relevant legislation and regulations, nor did any of the 
organisations address all of these activities stemming from regulative 
pressures within their report. 
 The actual act of communicating about the activity may infer pragmatic 
legitimacy, but the actual act of referencing the legislation and regulation 
may infer cognitive legitimacy.   
 
4.3 Professional pressures 
While professional pressures may include educational and curricula, as noted in 
Chapter Two, these sources can also come from mandates, rules of thumb, standard 
operating procedures, occupational standards, certifications, and accreditation (Scott, 
1995). In other words, these are guidelines set by a professional body as 
requirements that would indicate an organisation meets a standard of legitimacy.  
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Given the focus of this study is on the tangible aspects of the institutional 
environment, as was noted in Chapter Three, this study does not take into account the 
impact education and curricula has on the types of activities performed by 
organisations under the banner of CSR, nor how this impacts on the communication 
of CSR. This section focuses solely on tangible aspects relevant to professional 
pressures that result in these pressures shaping the adoption and communication of 
CSR, including: the reporting guidelines; assessment, framework, and ranking 
devices; and industry guidelines. 
 
More specifically, following the method outlined in Chapter Three, this analysis 
involved firstly analysing the organisations’ CSR reports to identify professional 
guidelines explicitly referenced by the organisations. These findings are outlined in 
Section 4.3.1. Identifying these guidelines enabled consideration of the professional 
guidelines that have shaped the adoption of CSR activities, and the subsequent 
communication of these activities. In other words, by conducting the analysis, it 
could then be determined which activities discussed within the organisations’ CSR 
reports were shaped by professional pressures and, in turn, whether the organisations 
discussed these activities within their reports. These findings are outlined in Section 
4.3.2. Following this, Section 4.3.3 presents an overall discussion of the findings in 
relation to professional pressures, and notes the inferences in relation to legitimacy. 
Section 4.3.4 concludes the discussion on professional pressures by summarising the 
key points. 
 
4.3.1 Identification of professional pressures 
Coding of the organisations’ reports revealed that, in total, within their reports the 
organisations explicitly referred to 39: reporting guidelines; assurance, framework, 
and rating devices; and industry guidelines. One additional industry guideline – the 
Australian Banking Association’s Code of Banking Practice (ABA) – was also noted 
as being a key professional guideline impacting the banking industry, though none of 
the three banks referenced this within their reports. In total therefore, 40 professional 
guidelines were noted.  
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The table below highlights these professional guidelines, as well as the organisations 
that signalled their adherence to particular guidelines within their reports. This 
analysis was necessary for two reasons. Firstly, it was necessarily to establish the 
relevant professional guidelines so that, in turn, the activities stemming from these 
guidelines could be identified. In other words, this enabled identification of the 
activities shaped by professional pressures. Secondly, by highlighting which of the 
organisations explicitly referenced the various guidelines, the analysis could then 
consider whether there was alignment between the activities the organisations 
discussed in their reports and the professional guidelines they explicitly referenced. 
This latter point is discussed in more detail in the following sections (Sections 4.3.2 
and 4.3.3). 
 
Table 4.3 Professional pressures  
Name 
B.Org  
1 
B.Org  
2 
B.Org  
3 
CG.Or
g 4 
CG.Or
g 5 
CG.Or
g 6 
E.Org  
7 
E.Org  
8 
E.Org  
9 
R
e
p
o
r
ti
n
g
 
g
u
id
e
li
n
e
s 
AA1000APS x x   x x    
AA1000AS x    x  x   
Global Reporting Initiative 
(GRI) 
x x x  x x x x x 
A
ss
e
ss
m
e
n
t,
 f
r
a
m
e
w
o
r
k
s,
 a
n
d
 r
a
n
k
in
g
 d
e
v
ic
e
s 
AS/NZS 3806         x 
AS/NZS 4360    x      
AS/NZS 4801       x x x 
Australian Employment 
Covenant (AEC) 
    x     
Australian Employers 
Network on Disability 
(AEND) 
    x     
Australian Packaging 
Covenant 
 (APC) 
   x x x    
Carbon Disclosure Project 
(CDP) 
 x x x x  x x  
COSO Framework    x   x   
Dow Jones Sustainability 
Index 
(DJSI) 
x x x x * x x x  
Ethical Trading Initiative 
(ETI) 
    x     
Equator Principles (EP) x x x       
FTSE4Good index x x x    x x  
Global Social Compliance 
Program (GSCP) 
    x     
ILO Declaration on 
Fundamental Principles and 
Rights at Work  (ILO) 
  x  x     
ISAE 3000 x x      x  
ISO 9000         x 
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Name 
B.Org  
1 
B.Org  
2 
B.Org  
3 
CG.Or
g 4 
CG.Or
g 5 
CG.Or
g 6 
E.Org  
7 
E.Org  
8 
E.Org  
9 
ISO 9001         x 
ISO 10002         x 
ISO 14001 x x     x x x 
ISO 14021     x     
ISO 31000       x  x 
Kyoto Protocol     x     
London Benchmarking 
Group (LBG) 
x  x  x  x x  
Marine Stewardship Council 
(MSC) 
    x     
National Carbon Offset 
Standard (NCOS) 
x  x       
National Pollutant Inventory 
(NPI) 
        x 
OECD Guidelines for 
Multinational Corporations 
(OECD) 
x         
OHSAS 18001        x  
Roundtable on Sustainable 
Palm Oil (RSPO) 
    x x    
Universal Declaration of 
Human Rights (UNDHR) 
    x     
United Nations Global 
Compact (UNGC) 
x    x  x   
United Nations Principles for 
Responsible Investment (UN 
PRI) 
 x     x   
United Nations Women’s 
Empowerment Principles 
(UNWEP) 
 x        
In
d
u
st
r
y
 g
u
id
e
li
n
e
s 
Australian Banking 
Association’s Code of 
Banking Practice (ABA) 
         
Energy Supply Association of 
Australia’s Sustainable 
Practice Framework (esaa) 
      x x x 
Produce and Grocery 
Industry Code of Conduct 
(PGICC) 
    x     
Queensland Electricity 
Industry Code (QEIC) 
        x 
* Please note, while CG.Org 5 was not included in the DJSI for the period relevant to this study, it was included in the 
following year (2011), suggesting its 2010 report and activities performed under the banner of CSR for the period relevant to 
the study were in fact at the level required for inclusion in the DJSI. 
 
As this table illustrates, B.Org 1 explicitly referenced 12 professional guidelines 
within its report, though it also aligns itself with the ABA. Similarly, while B.Org 2 
and B.Org 3 also align themselves with the ABA, they both failed to highlight this 
within their reports, with B.Org 2 referencing 10 guidelines, and B.Org 3 referencing 
eight guidelines. In regards to the consumer goods industry, both CG.Org 4 and 
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CG.Org 6 referenced only five professional guidelines, while CG.Org 5 referenced 
some 18 guidelines. Lastly, in relation to the energy industry, E.Org 7 explicitly 
referenced 10 professional guidelines, while E.Org 8 and E.Org 9 referenced 13 and 
11 guidelines respectively. 
 
More specifically in relation to the banking industry, four professional guidelines 
were referenced by all three banks: Global Reporting Initiative (GRI), Dow Jones 
Sustainability Index (DJSI), Equator Principles (EP), and the FTSE4Good. A further 
six professional guidelines were referenced by two of the banks: B.Org 1 and B.Org 
2 both explicitly referenced the AA1000APS, ISAE 3000, and ISO 14001; B.Org 2 
and B.Org 3 explicitly referenced the Carbon Disclosure Project (CDP); while B.Org 
1 and B.Org 3 both referenced the London Benchmarking Group (LBG) and the 
National Carbon Offset Standard (NCOS). In addition to those professional 
guidelines mentioned above, B.Org 1 also explicitly referenced the OECD 
Guidelines for Multinational Corporations (OECD), the United Nations Global 
Compact (UNGC), and the AA1000AS. Meanwhile, B.Org 2 also mentioned the 
United Nations Principles for Responsible Investment (UNPRI) and the United 
Nations Women’s Empowerment Principles (UNWEP); and B.Org 3 also referenced 
the International Labour Organisation’s Declaration on Fundamental Principles and 
Rights at Work (ILO). While all three banks also align themselves with the ABA, 
none of the banks referenced this guideline within their reports.  
 
In relation to the consumer goods industry, only one professional guideline was 
referenced by all three organisations, that being the Australian Packaging Covenant 
(APC). Five further guidelines were referenced by two of the organisations: CG.Org 
4 and CG.Org 5 both referenced the CDP; CG.Org 5 and CG.Org 6 mentioned the 
AA1000APS, the GRI, and the Roundtable on Sustainable Palm Oil (RSPO); and 
CG.Org 4 and CG.Org 6 both referenced the DJSI. In addition to those already noted, 
CG.Org 4 also referenced the COSO Framework and the AS/NZS 4360.  
 
Here it is also worth noting that CG.Org 5 was listed on the DJSI in 2009 and 2011 
(the years prior and subsequent to the study) but was not included in 2010. This 
suggests that its CSR performance did not meet the criteria for this guideline during 
the period relevant to this study, though it was aiming to being re-listed on the 
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criteria for the following year. In spite of this, of the nine organisations included in 
this study, CG.Org 5 mentioned the highest number of professional guidelines, 
whereby in addition to those noted above, it also referenced: UNGC, AA1000AS, 
ISO 14021, Produce and Industry Code of Conduct, Australian Employers Network 
on Disability (AEND), Ethical Trading Initiative (ETI), the ILO, Universal 
Declaration of Human Rights (UNDHR), LBG, Australian Employment Covenant 
(AEC),  Marine Stewardship Council, Kyoto Protocol and the Global Social 
Compliance Program (GSCP). 
 
In relation to the energy industry, four guidelines were explicitly referenced by all 
three organisations: GRI, AS/NZS 4801, ISO 14001, and the Energy Supply 
Association of Australia’s Sustainable Practice Framework (eesa). An additional four 
guidelines were referenced by two of the energy organisations: both E.Org 7 and 
E.Org 8 referenced CDP, DJSI, FTSE4Good, and the LBG; meanwhile both E.Org 7 
and E.Org 9 referenced ISO 31000. In addition to those guidelines already noted, 
E.Org 7 also referenced the UNGC, COSO Framework, AA1000AS, and the UNPRI; 
whilst E.Org 8 also mentioned the OHSAS 18001 and ISAE 3000. Lastly, E.Org 9 
also referenced the Queensland Electricity Industry Code (QEIC), AS/NZS 3806, 
ISO 10002, NPI, ISO 9000 and ISO 9001. 
 
While there was not one guideline or framework that was explicitly referenced by all 
nine organisations, a number of leading international guidelines and frameworks, 
including the GRI, DJSI, CDP, and LBG, were referenced by the majority of the 
organisations, spanning all three industries. Overall, however, the findings suggest 
that there was considerable variation both within and across the industries in regards 
to the professional pressures noted in the organisations’ report. In fact, the findings 
showed that of the 16 guidelines and frameworks referenced by the three banks, only 
four of these were referenced by all three banks. Similarly, while 21 guidelines and 
frameworks were referenced by the organisations in the energy industry, only four 
were referenced by all three energy organisations. In comparison, while 20 
guidelines and frameworks were referenced by the consumer goods organisations, 
most of which were done so by CG.Org 5 (which explicitly referenced 18 
guidelines), only one framework was referenced by all three consumer goods 
organisations.  
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This information raises two points.  
 
The first point revolves around the fact that there was considerable variation both 
within and across the industries in regards to the professional guidelines that were 
referenced. This suggests that the organisations could choose which professional 
pressures to align themselves with, and may have used these in a manner to 
differentiate themselves from competitors. 
 
The second point considers the high number of guidelines and frameworks 
referenced by CG.Org 5. As outlined in Chapter Two, a central tenet of legitimacy 
suggests that organisations will seek to ensure that they act, or appear to act, in line 
with these socially constructed norms (Ashforth & Gibbs, 1990; Dowling & Pfeffer, 
1975; Elsbach, 1994; Meyer & Rowan, 1977; Oliver, 1996; Palazzo & Scherer, 
2006). As Meyer and Rowan (1977) have suggested, however, as these socially-
constructed norms become taken-for-granted, the mere act of signalling compliance 
with these norms can often be used by an organisation to indicate that it is legitimate, 
and therefore may be used in an attempt to avoid closer inspection and evaluation of 
the organisation’s activities. In line with this premise, it can be argued that signalling 
alignment with professional pressures, and in turn recognised guidelines and 
frameworks, may be a tool used by organisations to signal their legitimacy and 
demonstrate that they are complying with socially constructed norms.  
 
This becomes interesting when considering CG.Org 5. Research revealed that 
CG.Org 5 was removed from a highly respected sustainability index – the DJSI – for 
the period relevant to this study. It had been included in previous years and while the 
organisation had outlined that it was listed on the DJSI in previous reports, no 
mention was made of it in its 2010 report. Here it should be noted that while research 
failed to uncover the reason why the organisation had been removed from the index 
it does suggest that the organisation did not meet the standards for that particular 
year, and hence its legitimacy had been questioned. 
 
What is interesting, however, it that CG.Org 5 was the organisation that signalled its 
alliance and/or adherence with the highest number of professional guidelines (18 in 
total, compared with E.Org 8 which came in second, with reference to 13 
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professional guidelines). It can be suggested that CG.Org 5 referenced the highest 
number of professional pressures and therefore aligned itself with a high number of 
professional guidelines in a bid to increase the legitimacy of its activities and 
potentially avoid closer inspection. In line with this suggestion, it could be warranted 
that the actual act of referencing professional pressures may in fact be strategically 
used to avoid closer inspection and, from this, it can be inferred that the organisation 
is perhaps pursuing cognitive legitimacy. More specifically, because the organisation 
has referenced a number of guidelines, there may be a taken-for-granted expectation 
(Suchman, 1995) that it abides by these guidelines and acts in a legitimate manner, 
thereby inferring cognitive legitimacy. 
 
As this finding highlights, however, the referencing of professional guidelines was 
not actually a useful measure of the organisation’s legitimacy. This largely stems 
from the fact that, whilst the legislation noted from the regulative sources in the 
previous section are legally enforced, these reporting guidelines, frameworks, and 
industry guidelines cannot be enforced and are, more often than not, not externally 
validated or assured. As the data suggests, organisations are increasingly moving to 
have their alignment with these professional sources verified by third parties in order 
to further validate their legitimacy and strengthen their legitimacy claims. More 
specifically, all nine organisations included in this study had their reports, or aspects 
of their reports, externally assured.  
 
4.3.2 Activities discussed in reports shaped by professional 
pressures 
To understand the implications the professional guidelines referenced by the 
organisations had on the adoption and subsequent communication of CSR activities – 
or in other words, to determine what activities discussed in the organisations’ CSR 
reports were shaped by professional pressures – research was conducted into each of 
the guidelines and frameworks. 
 
Table 4.4 cross-references the activities addressed by the organisations within their 
reports (as outlined in Appendix C) with the professional guidelines noted. As the 
table illustrates, the data reveals that the professional pressures referenced across the 
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nine organisations had implications for all 43 activities discussed across the CSR 
reports.  
 
Table 4.4 Activities shaped by professional pressures 
Activity Reporting guidelines 
Assessment, frameworks, and 
ranking devices 
Industry guidelines 
G
o
v
er
n
a
n
ce
 
Annual General Meetings (AGM)  DJSI, OECD  
Anti-competitive behaviour, anti-corruption/bribery, 
continuous disclosure and/or insider trading 
GRI, 
COSO, DJSI, FTSE, OECD, 
UNGC 
 
Assurance AA1000AS, GRI ISAE3000,  
Benchmarking, awards, recognition GRI   
Board of directors/ executive leaders GRI DJSI, OECD  
Code of conduct GRI  ABA, esaa 
Contribute to the development of policy GRI   
Corporate governance GRI   
ESG Framework GRI EP, UN PRI  
Future goals on CSR GRI   
Marketing/advertising/labelling GRI ISO 14021, QEIC ABA, PGICC 
Mission, vision, values etc. GRI   
Privacy GRI  ABA 
Product disclosure/information GRI   
Risk management GRI 
AS/NZS 3806, AS/NZS 4360, 
COSO, DJSI, ISO 31000 
 
Whistleblower protection GRI OECD  
S
o
ci
a
l 
Anti-discrimination/human rights GRI 
AEND, DJSI, ETI, FTSE, ILO, 
OECD, UNDHR, 
UNGC,UNWEP 
ABA 
Community investment GRI LBG, OECD esaa 
Customer service (including financial hardship, 
dispute resolution) 
GRI ISO 10002, QEIC ABA 
Employee benefits GRI   
Employee remuneration (including remuneration of 
directors/executives) 
GRI DJSI, OECD  
Financial literacy GRI  ABA 
Freedom of association/union GRI FSTE, ILO, UNDHR, UNGC  
Health and safety GRI AS/NZS 4801, OHSAS 18001 esaa 
Hours of work, leave, turnover etc. GRI   
Indigenous support GRI AEC  
Stakeholder engagement AA10000APS, GRI DJSI, OECD esaa 
Training and career development GRI OECD ABA, esaa 
E
n
v
ir
o
n
m
en
ta
l 
Animal welfare GRI MSC  
Biodiversity GRI CDP; FTSE; ISO 14001  
Climate change GRI 
CDP, DJSI, FTSE, KYOTO, 
UNGC 
esaa 
Emissions GRI 
CDP, DJSI, FSTE, ISO 14001, 
KYOTO, NCOS, NPI, UNGC 
 
Energy efficiency/consumption GRI 
CDP, DJSI, FSTE, ISO 14001, 
UNGC 
esaa 
Environmental management/risk GRI EP  
Noise GRI   
Renewable energy GRI CDP, UNGC  
Transport GRI CDP  
Waste and recycling GRI APC, CDP, FTSE, ISO 14001  
Water GRI CDP, FTSE, ISO 14001  
E
co
n
o
m
ic
s 
Disaster management GRI   
Energy demand/security/network GRI ISO 9000, ISO 9001 esaa, QEIC 
Ethical sourcing GRI RSPO  
Fees and charges (including energy price) GRI  ABA, esaa 
Financial performance/Dividends GRI DJSI, OECD esaa 
Supply chain management GRI DJSI, ETI, FTSE, GSCP, OECD PGICC 
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The identification of the activities that were shaped by professional pressures (as 
shown in the table above) was also necessary in order to consider whether the 
organisations actually addressed the activities that were shaped by the professional 
guidelines they referenced. In other words, this table enabled consideration of 
whether or not there was alignment between the professional guidelines explicitly 
referenced by the organisations and the activities they addressed within their report.  
 
More specifically, a number of insights were revealed by considering which 
professional guidelines were referenced by the organisations (as outlined in Section 
4.3.1), the activities that were influenced by professional pressures (shown in the 
table above), and the activities discussed by the organisations within their reports 
(Appendix C). As the data below highlights, this included the fact that there was not 
necessarily alignment between the professional guidelines being referenced and the 
activities being discussed. 
 
In relation to the banking industry, as was previously noted, B.Org 1 explicitly 
referenced 12 professional guidelines within its report, though research revealed that 
it also aligned itself with an additional guideline (that being the ABA). The findings 
revealed that these 13 professional guidelines had implications for all 41 activities 
relevant to B.Org 1, 32 of which it addressed within its report. Similarly, while 11 
professional guidelines were identified in relation to B.Org 2, and nine in relation to 
B.Org 3, the findings also showed that these professional guidelines had implications 
for all 41 activities relevant to these banks. As the data illustrated, however, B.Org 2 
only addressed 29 of these activities within its report, while B.Org 3 addressed 32. 
 
The data revealed that CG.Org 4 explicitly referenced only five professional 
guidelines within its report, which in turn had implications for 17 (of the 40) 
activities relevant to the organisation. In turn, CG.Org 4 discussed 14 of these 
activities within its report (it failed to specifically discuss biodiversity, climate 
change, and renewable energy). CG.Org 5, on the other hand, aligned itself with 18 
professional guidelines, though research did suggest that the organisation’s 2010 
CSR report enabled it to meet the requirements of the DJSI for the following year. 
The data revealed that, overall, the 19 professional guidelines relevant to CG.Org 5 
have implications for all 41 activities relevant to the organisation. CG.Org 5 
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addressed all but five of these within its report. Finally, of the six professional 
guidelines relevant to CG.Org 6, the data revealed that these had implications for all 
41 of the activities relevant to the organisation; however, CG.Org 6 discussed only 
28 of these activities in its report.  
 
In relation to the energy industry, the data revealed that the 13 professional 
guidelines noted as being relevant to E.Org 7 had implications for all 42 activities 
relevant to the organisation. Of these, the organisation discussed only 32 of the 
activities within its report. On the other hand, ten professional guidelines were noted 
as being relevant to E.Org 8, though similarly to E.Org 7, these also had implications 
for all of the 42 activities relevant to the organisation. Of these 42 activities impacted 
by professional pressures, E.Org 8 addressed only 30 within its report. Finally, in 
relation to E.Org 9, the 11 professional guidelines explicitly referenced by the 
organisation had implications for 40 (of the relevant 41) activities, with the 
organisation discussing 34 of these within its report. 
 
4.3.3 Discussion and inferences in relation to legitimacy  
As the data presented above highlights, professional pressures shaped all of the 
activities the organisations communicated about in their CSR reports. Based on this, 
it could be suggested that the actual act of communicating about the activity suggests 
that the organisations sought to align themselves with a constituent’s larger interests 
(Suchman, 1995), whereby the organisations aligned themselves with these 
professional pressures, and adopted their standards of performance as their own. In 
turn, by communicating about each of the activities within their reports, the 
organisations demonstrated how they had met the requirements of the professional 
pressures. This therefore would infer that by simply communicating about activities 
that were influenced by professional pressures, the organisations indicated pragmatic 
legitimacy.  
 
However, it should be noted that the data revealed that all of the activities relevant to 
the organisations (bar one for E.Org 9) were in fact shaped by one or more of the 
professional guidelines the organisations had stated they aligned themselves with. 
However, this did not necessarily mean that the organisations addressed all of the 
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activities within their reports. For example, as was noted for the banking industry, all 
of the activities relevant to the banks (41 in total) were shaped by the professional 
guidelines the banks had stated that they had aligned themselves with. This did not 
mean, however, that all three banks addressed all 41 activities within their reports. In 
fact, as the data showed, B.Org 1 and B.Org 3 addressed only 32 of these activities 
within their reports, while B.Org 2 addressed only 29.  
 
Based on this finding it could also be suggested that, whilst there were a diverse 
range of professional guidelines that the nine organisations referenced, this did not 
necessarily explain the difference in the types of activities the organisations were 
communicating about. In other words, the differences in the professional guidelines 
that the organisations aligned themselves with did not actually explain the 
differences noted in regards to the types of activities communicated both within and 
across the industries.  
 
To explain this point further, patterns were sought in relation to whether or not the 
reason why one organisation communicated about an activity, while another did not, 
could be explained by considering the differences in professional guidelines that they 
aligned themselves with; no such patterns could be found. For example, if we 
consider the activity of anti-corruption, anti-competitive behaviour, continuous 
disclosure and/or insider trading this activity is shaped by a number of professional 
sources, including the GRI, COSO Framework, DJSI, FTSE4Good, OECD, and 
UNGC, as was shown in Section 4.3.2. As Appendix C illustrates, however, every 
single organisation across all the three industries aligned themselves with two or 
more of these professional guidelines. Therefore, while the actual act of 
communicating about the activities would infer pragmatic legitimacy, as argued 
previously, if organisations were only seeking pragmatic legitimacy we would expect 
all of the organisations to signal how they have complied with this framework. As 
the data revealed, however, while all three organisations in the consumer goods and 
energy industries communicated about this activity, all three banks failed to do so.  
 
Therefore, this finding could imply that the organisations are not necessarily 
communicating about the alignment with professional sources in a bid to seek 
pragmatic legitimacy, though this is likely to be an underlying reason; that is, 
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organisations communicate about activities within their reports to signal that they 
have aligned themselves with larger constituents’ interests in a bid to indicate 
pragmatic legitimacy (Suchman, 1995). Instead, it could be inferred that the 
organisations are more likely to be using these guidelines and frameworks 
strategically as legitimating tools. This point was discussed in Section 4.3.2 when it 
was highlighted that while CG.Org 5 referenced the highest number of professional 
guidelines, and therefore sought to create the perception that it aligned itself with 
reputable frameworks, at the same time, it had been removed from one of the leading 
sustainability frameworks. Here it was inferred that the organisation had referenced a 
number of professional guidelines in a bid to seek cognitive legitimacy. Finally, this 
idea is also supported by the fact that whilst the organisations may have 
communicated about an activity stemming from a professional guideline within their 
reports, this did not necessarily mean that they highlighted the relevant professional 
guideline/s underpinning the activity. This notion is discussed in further detail in 
Chapter Six.  
 
4.3.4 Summary  
To conclude the section on professional pressure, the findings were similar to those 
noted in relation to regulative pressure. Overall, the analysis on professional 
pressures revealed: 
 Whilst the organisations may have referenced a professional guideline, this 
did not necessarily mean that they addressed all of the relevant activities 
within their report. 
 Whilst the organisations may have discussed an activity noted as stemming 
from professional pressures, they often failed to highlight the relevant 
professional guideline underpinning the activity.  
 The actual act of communicating about the activity may infer pragmatic 
legitimacy, by the actual act of referencing the professional guideline may 
infer cognitive legitimacy.   
 
4.4 Public/mimetic pressures 
As highlighted in Chapter Two, public/mimetic pressures refer to the pressures that 
the public may put on an organisation to comply with socially constructed norms, 
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which the organisation in turn may respond to in order to create the perception that it 
is a ‘moral’ organisation. These pressures are also noted when organisations adopt 
similar activities to that of their competitors.  
To consider these public/mimetic pressures shaping CSR activities and the 
communication of these activities, as outlined in Chapter Three, an overview of each 
of the industries was conducted, as well as a media analysis.  
More specifically, following the method outlined in Chapter Three, this analysis 
involved firstly reviewing each of the industries, and conducting the media analysis 
for each industry. This is discussed briefly in Section 4.4.1. Overviewing the 
industries and conducting a media analysis enabled consideration of the 
public/mimetic pressures that shaped the adoption and subsequent communication of 
the activities being discussed in the organisations’ reports. In other words, by 
conducting the analyses, it could be determined which activities discussed within the 
organisations’ CSR reports were shaped by public/mimetic pressures and, in turn, 
whether the organisations discussed these activities within their reports. These 
findings – for both the industry overview and the media analysis –  are outlined in 
Section 4.3.2. Following this, Section 4.3.3 presents an overall discussion of the 
findings in relation to public/mimetic pressures, and notes the inferences in relation 
to legitimacy. Section 4.3.4 concludes the discussion on public/mimetic pressures by 
summarising the key points. 
 
4.4.1 Identification of public/mimetic pressures 
Following the method outlined in Chapter Three, the identification of the 
public/mimetic pressures shaping the CSR activities discussed by the organisations’ 
within their reports was conducted over two stages (Stages 4 and 5). The first stage 
involved conducting the industry overviews and outlining the implications these had 
for the activities being discussed within the organisations’ CSR reports. The second 
stage involved considering the media coverage for each of the industries, and 
similarly involved noting the implications this had for the activities being discussed.  
 
To briefly elaborate, as was noted in Chapter Three, an important part of this 
research involved considering the industries pertaining to each case, given the 
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interplay between content and context. An overview of each of the industries was 
conducted in order to assist in considering the public/mimetic pressures impacting on 
each of the industries, and in turn the impact this could have on CSR communication. 
While the individual review for each of the industries can be found in Appendix G, 
this section presents the findings from the across-case analysis. 
 
In regards to the media coverage, as was outlined in Chapter Two, the media may 
enable exploration of public pressures, given the idea that public expectations can be 
negotiated and debated through the media (Schultz & Wehmeier, 2010). As such, this 
section presents the across-case analysis of the issues identified in each industry (see 
Appendices G for the individual industry overviews) by considering the media 
coverage relevant to that industry. More specifically, consideration was given to 
stories published in Australian newspapers from the period from 1 January 2009 to 
30 September 2010, which is the period in the lead up to the publication of the CSR 
reports
1
. To further explore the findings noted in relation to the media coverage, the 
data was cross-referenced with information taken from the organisations’ CSR 
reports pertaining to the stakeholder engagement they claimed they conducted, given 
this was a way for the organisations to consider public pressures.  
 
4.4.2 Activities discussed in reports shaped by public/mimetic 
pressures 
This section highlights the activities in the organisations’ CSR reports that were 
shaped by public/mimetic pressures, as identified through the industry overview and 
analysis of the media coverage for key issues respectively.  
 
4.4.2.1 Industry overview 
Overall, a number of activities that were discussed within the organisations’ reports 
were identified as being shaped by the industry in which the organisation operated. 
For the banking industry, this includes access to banking services, customer 
relationships, cost of banking services, employee-related issues such as industrial 
relations issues and workplace benefits, the notion of philanthropy, the financing of 
projects impacting the environment, board transparency, and also accountability. For 
                                                 
1
 More information about the sampling strategy for the media coverage was noted in Chapter Three. 
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the organisations in the consumer goods industry, activities include competition, 
environmental impact, and sustainable supply chain management; while for the 
energy industry, this section highlighted that organisations operating in this industry 
need to address renewable energy, meeting energy demand, carbon emissions, water 
use, financial hardship, and price rises. This information is summarised in Table 4.5. 
 
Table 4.5 Nature of issues identified through the industry overviews 
Nature of issue Relevant to which industries 
Corporate governance 
Anti-competitive behaviour Consumer goods 
Board of directors/executive team Banking  
Social 
Community investment Banking 
Customer service (including financial hardship) Banking and Energy 
Employee benefits Banking 
Freedom of association/union Banking 
Economic 
Energy demand/supply Energy 
Fees and charges Banking and Energy 
Supply chain management Consumer goods 
Environmental 
Climate change Energy 
Emissions Energy 
Energy efficiency/consumption Energy 
Environmental risk/management Banking 
Renewable energy Energy 
Waste and recycling Consumer goods 
Water Energy 
 
An important part of the analysis was comparing the activities identified through the 
overview of the industries to the activities explicitly addressed by each organisation 
within its report (as shown in Appendix C). Here it should be noted that, for the most 
part, the issues identified in the industry overviews were addressed by all three 
organisations in each of the relevant industries.  
 
More specifically, while each of the three consumer goods organisations addressed 
two of the issues noted (CG.Org 6 did not mention supply chain management), all 
three energy companies addressed seven of the eight issues noted (E.Org 8 did not 
discuss energy efficiency/consumption within its report). In regards to the banks, 
however, while all three banks highlighted board of directors/executive team, 
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community investment, environmental risk/management, and fees and charges within 
their reports, only two of the banks communicated about freedom of 
association/union (B.Org 2 and B.Org 3), with only one organisation (B.Org 3) 
including any discussion on employee benefits.  
 
Closer inspection of the data also revealed that there did seem to be a connection, for 
the most part, between the activities noted as being relevant to a particular industry 
and the coverage given to the organisations’ discussion of that activity within their 
reports (as presented in Appendix D). More specifically, the findings highlighted that 
where the activity was identified as stemming from the industry itself, that industry 
was more likely to have a higher percentage of coverage for that particular activity 
when compared to the other industries. For example, the industry analysis revealed 
that fees and charges were relevant to the banking and energy industries, yet was not 
a key issue in the consumer goods industry. Results showed that while this activity 
was mentioned by both the banking and energy industry (albeit briefly), it was not 
highlighted by any of the organisations in the consumer goods industry. 
 
Consideration of the discussion of water shows a slightly different perspective, but 
does also support the notion that there is a link between the activity identified 
through the industry analysis and the coverage (or amount of the report given to 
discussing a particular activity). While the industry analysis revealed that water was 
only relevant to the energy industry, all nine companies addressed it (it was also 
shaped by professional pressures, which could potentially explain the similarity). 
However, it was noted that, while all nine organisations did address it; across the 
three industries, it had a higher coverage in the energy industry than in the banking 
and consumer goods industry. Similarly, while all nine organisations communicated 
about their practices in relation to waste and recycling, the industry analysis 
identified that this activity was particularly relevant to the consumer goods industry 
and, in turn, the data showed that it was the consumer goods industry that had a 
higher coverage of it in its reports. 
 
A discussion on the findings stemming from the industry overview is presented in 
Section 4.4.3, alongside the findings from the analysis of the media coverage. 
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4.4.2.2 Media coverage 
As outlined earlier in this section, as well as conducting an industry overview in 
order to shed light on the public/mimetic pressures impacting on the adoption and 
subsequent communication of the CSR activities discussed in the organisations’ 
report, analysis of media coverage for key issues was also conducted. Table 4.6 
highlights the relevant activities identified from the media coverage for each of the 
three industries.  
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Table 4.6 Issues identified from media coverage 
Activity Industry
*
 
Governance 
Anti-competitive behaviour/anti-bribery B, CG, & E 
Benchmarking/awards/recognition B, CG, & E 
Board of directors/executive team B, CG, & E 
Code of conduct CG 
Contribute to the development of policy B, CG, & E 
Corporate governance B, CG, & E 
ESG Framework B & E 
Future goals B 
Marketing/advertising/labelling B, CG, & E 
Risk management B & CG 
Social 
Anti-discrimination/human rights B, CG, & E 
Community investment B, CG, & E 
Customer service B, CG, & E 
Employee benefits B, CG, & E 
Employee remuneration B, CG, & E 
Freedom of association/union CG & E 
Health and safety B, CG, & E 
Stakeholder engagement E 
Training and career development B & CG 
Environmental 
Climate change CG & E 
Emissions CG & E 
Energy efficiency/consumption E 
Environmental risk/management B & E 
Renewable energy E 
Economic 
Energy demand/supply/network E 
Fees and charges B, CG, & E 
Financial performance/dividends B, CG, & E 
* This refers to the issues identified through each of the individual industry media analyses, whereby B = banking industry, CG 
= consumer goods industry, and E = energy industry 
 
The following highlights the findings noted by considering the activities identified 
through the media analysis, and the activities discussed within the organisations’ 
reports (as outlined in Appendix C). This enabled consideration of whether or not the 
organisation addressed activities noted as stemming from a particular public/mimetic 
pressure, that being the media, within their reports.  
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The media analysis revealed a number of issues impacting the banking industry. The 
issues correlated to 20 of the CSR activities the organisations discussed within their 
reports (as determined by drawing on Appendix C). As Table F.1 (which presents the 
individual media analysis for the banking industry) in Appendix F highlights, much 
of the media attention was around the profits posted by the banks, as well as the 
notion of interest rates and competition. These key issues tended to fall into the 
governance and economic categories, though while a few activities of a social nature 
were identified, only one issue of an environmental nature was identified. 
 
While the banks did highlight most of these issues identified through the media 
analysis within their reports (as shown in Table 4.6), the three issues receiving the 
largest amount of media attention (financial performance, interest rates, and 
competition, as outlined in Appendix F) were either not addressed at all within the 
reports, or the organisations did not address the concerns raised in the media. This 
notion is explored further below. 
 
Although the banks continued to highlight in their reports the impact the global 
financial crisis (GFC) had on their businesses, for example, stating that “the legacy 
of the GFC remains” (B.Org 2) and that their “operating environment remained 
challenging” (B.Org 3), all three banks posted record profits. The media was highly 
critical of the banks, highlighting that these record profits are likely to “reignite 
concerns that the country’s largest banks are bolstering their bottom lines at the 
expense of customers”. However, the data revealed that while the banks did spend a 
large proportion of their reports outlining their financial performance and dividends 
(as illustrated in Table 5.6 in Chapter Five), they offered relatively little discussion or 
justification about their record profits. Instead, they merely outlined the results and 
noted that they were ‘pleasing’ (B.Org 2 and B.Org 3). It can be argued therefore, 
that they did not adequately address the concerns raised in the media.  
 
Here it should also be noted that this issue was not raised in the stakeholder 
engagement conducted by any of the three banks, which is surprising for two 
reasons. Firstly, public opinion is said to be negotiated and debated in the media and, 
therefore, one would expect to see this reflected in the concerns of the organisations’ 
stakeholders. Secondly, as the following highlights, the banks received a great deal 
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of criticism for posting such high profits, whilst at the same time refusing to pass on 
full interest rate cuts or increasing the interest rate above that of the Reserve Bank of 
Australia. By failing to adequately address these issues, and the fact that it was not 
highlighted in the organisations’ stakeholder engagement, also signals the notion of 
CSR being strategic, whereby the organisations have, in this case, failed to highlight 
an unfavourable issue within their reports.  
 
As outlined in Appendix F and mentioned briefly above, the other issue that attracted 
a great deal of media attention was the notion of interest rates, with the banks 
increasing the interest rate above that of the Reserve Bank of Australia, or by failing 
to pass on the full interest rate cuts. Media articles highlight that the banks had 
“thumbed their noses at community groups and the Federal Government” by raising 
home loan rates more than the Reserve Bank of Australia’s official move, and that 
“anger grows over the big four’s refusal to pass on the latest interest rate cut in full”. 
Interestingly, however, this issue received next to no mention in the organisation’s 
reports (refer to Appendix D, which shows the coverage of the activities, or in other 
words, the amount of the report dedicated to discussing a particular topic) despite 
“increasing calls for more bank regulation”, and the Leader of the Opposition 
opening up “the prospect of re-regulating the banks in response to [B.Org 2’s] 
outsized rate increase”.   
 
The absence of this topic in the reports suggests the strategic nature of CSR, whereby 
the banks have actively sought not to draw attention to this issue. This is further 
evidenced by the fact that two members of B.Org 2’s Community Consultative 
Council (CCC) resigned as a result of the bank increasing its interest rate by double 
the amount of the Reserve Bank’s increase, yet B.Org 2 only stated in its report that 
“two members resigned from the Australian CCC”, without outlining why. 
Furthermore, media articles also highlighted that the banks “sought to remain a small 
political target … with concerns building among bank executives that the 
government may turn its sights on the sector after hitting miners with a super-tax 
profits”. Consequently, lenders “quietly telegraphed plans to raise mortgage rates”. 
There was also very little response in the media from the banks in relation to the 
issue of interest rates. It can be argued, therefore, that the banks strategically avoided 
this issue in a bid to downplay it.  
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Competition was another significant issue discussed within the media, and has been a 
significant issue within the industry itself for some time as a result of four banks 
dominating the market and creating an oligopoly, which in turn has made it difficult 
for smaller lenders to compete. However, as Appendix C (which shows the activities 
discussed by each organisation with its report) highlights, all three banks failed to 
discuss this in their reports.  
 
Finally, while it was noted that the media could be a site in which public opinion is 
negotiated and debated, only one of the banks, B.Org 2, explicitly highlighted the 
media as a source in which to identify expectations. In its report, B.Org 2 provided 
three headlines from three leading Australian newspapers that summarised the 
‘issues’ it had noted in the media: unsustainable rates (which the organisation largely 
neglected to discuss within its report), bank fees, and coal funding. What is 
interesting to note is that while these were also identified through the media analysis 
conducted for this study (though they were not necessarily the issues with the highest 
number of media mentions), there were a number of other issues identified. It can be 
suggested that while the organisation used the media as a source to identify public 
issues, by choosing to highlight only three issues, it strategically shaped the agenda.  
 
In comparison to the banking industry, the consumer goods industry received 
considerably less media attention during the period relevant to this study. However, 
similarly to the banking industry, the profits of the three consumer goods 
organisations was the primary issue highlighted in the media articles analysed, 
followed by the board of directors/executive team and the notion of competition. 
This is illustrated in Table 4.6, which highlights the 20 CSR-related activities 
discussed in the media in the lead up to the publication of the CSR reports. As this 
table highlights, the key issues identified from the media analysis pertained to the 
economic and governance categories of activities, though a reasonably high number 
of issues of a social nature were also identified. 
 
Unlike the banks, the consumer goods industry was hit harder by the GFC, and a 
significant proportion of the media discussion was on the impact this was having on 
the three organisations’ profits and dividends. While financial performance/dividends 
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was in the top five activities discussed by CG.Org 4, primarily as a result of its report 
being aimed predominately at shareholders, it was not in the top five activities 
discussed by both CG.Org 5 and CG.Org 6. Once again, this could imply the 
strategic nature of CSR, whereby the organisations can choose which topics to 
emphasise or avoid, depending on the organisation’s strengths.  
 
In relation to the notion of the board of directors/executive team, most of the media 
articles focused on CG.Org 4 as a result of a corporate scandal, and were linked to 
the notion of code of conduct and anti-discrimination. Given the high level of media 
attention surrounding this scandal, the organisation did specifically address this 
within its report, stating “Towards the end of our financial year, [CG.Org 4] was in 
the news for uncharacteristic reasons with the departure by mutual termination of our 
former CEO, [name] for, in his own words ‘behaving in a manner unbecoming of a 
chief executive to a female member of staff’”. Here, the actual act of addressing this 
activity may indicate pragmatic legitimacy, whereby because of the high level of 
media attention surrounding this issue, the organisation had no choice but to respond, 
and demonstrate that it was aligned to its constituents’ larger interests (Suchman, 
1995). 
 
It is worth noting that the organisation, however, then went on to highlight that “As a 
result of this we commissioned an independent third party review of our Code of 
Ethics & Conduct and related practices and procedure”, indicating the strategic 
nature of CSR, whereby they signalled to its code of ethics in an attempt to increase 
its legitimacy. This would also support the finding noted earlier in the discussion on 
professional pressures, whereby it could be inferred that the actual act of referencing 
a professional guideline may be used in a bid to seek cognitive legitimacy, whereby 
it is simply a taken-for-granted assumption that the organisation is acting legitimately 
(Suchman, 1995).  
 
This scandal led to much discussion about diversity, bullying, and sexual harassment 
in the media, with sources describing the bullying and sexual harassment of women 
in the workplace as a ‘corporate cancer’, and that “despite legislation being in place 
for the past 25 years can be largely attributed to the lack of women on boards and 
within senior management”. This issue did seem to span beyond the consumer goods 
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field itself, with all nine organisations addressing the notion of anti-discrimination 
within their reports. However, it should be noted that this scandal also hit at the same 
time the ASX released its updated ASX Recommendations, to which CG.Org 4 and a 
number of the other eight organisations were early adopters. This regulation requires 
organisations to discuss anti-discrimination within their reports. 
 
Competition in the consumer goods industry was another issue noted through the 
media analysis; however, it has been an ongoing issue, particularly as a result of the 
‘duopoly’ between CG.Org 5 and CG.Org 6. However, while CG.Org 5 did highlight 
anti-competitive behaviour, anti-corruption/bribery,  continuous disclosure and/or 
insider trading  as an issue it identified through its stakeholder engagement, this was 
more so in relation to its investors and the notion of transparency, rather than being 
relevant to consumers. While CG.Org 5 and CG.Org 6 did discuss anti-competitive 
behaviour and anti-corruption within their reports, relatively little to no attention was 
paid to the issue of competition between these organisations, once again signalling 
the strategic nature of CSR. In saying this, it is worth noting that in the year prior to 
the period relevant to this study the ACCC did conduct an investigation into 
competition between these two organisations and deemed it to be acceptable. As a 
result, it did not receive the same level of attention as it had in previous years, which 
may explain why the organisations did not highlight this issue in their reports during 
the period relevant to this study. 
 
Unlike the banking and consumer goods industries, the energy industry saw a 
number of issues dominate the media landscape. As Table 4.6, highlights, 23 CSR-
related issues were noted through conducting the media analysis, with a considerable 
number of the articles relating to financial performance/dividends (in terms of both 
profits and dividends, as well as mergers and acquisitions), climate change, 
emissions, renewable energy, energy demand and supply, and fees and charges. The 
data revealed that there was a considerable spread in regards to the categories of 
activities noted through the media analysis, though the key issues were relevant to 
the environmental and economic categories (as alluded to in Appendix F, which 
shows the individual media analysis for the energy industry). 
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Overall, the analysis revealed that the issue that received the most media attention 
was that of climate change (as shown in Appendix F), which in turn was closely 
related to the issues of emissions and renewable energy (i.e. most of the articles 
discussed all three – climate change, emissions, and renewable energy – given they 
are intricately linked). All three energy organisations addressed the issues of climate 
change, emissions, and renewable energy within their reports. 
 
In a large majority of the media articles, this centred on the debate around the carbon 
tax and emissions trading scheme, with the energy organisations using the media as a 
platform to advocate for such a scheme to be introduced. This debate was primarily 
being led by E.Org 8, whereby in its report it highlighted that:  
There was a heightened awareness during the year in the media and the broader 
community of the complex trade-offs involved in delivering lower-emission 
energy to support long-term economic growth. Aware of this, we participated 
actively in public debate. 
An analysis of the media articles suggested that E.Org 8 largely dominated and 
shaped this debate, with a high number of media articles referring to the organisation 
and its chief executive:  
 [E.Org 8’s] chief executive [name] has called on the government to finalise and 
implement an emissions trading scheme to provide more certainty for investment 
in baseload power capacity.  
In the same article, the E.Org 8’s chief executive officer is quoted as saying: 
It is our impression that the majority of large Australian companies recognised 
that an ETS would be the lowest cost, most flexible way to reduce carbon 
emissions over the medium to long term. 
Here it should be noted, however, that E.Org 8’s chief executive was criticised by 
E.Org 7’s chief executive in the media for “spreading ‘nonsense’ about the impact of 
the federal government’s 20 per cent renewable energy target”.  
 
This discussion highlights that while the media may be a source to negotiate and 
debate public opinion, the findings revealed that the energy companies were actively 
shaping this debate. In fact, the organisations, particularly E.Org 7 and E.Org 8, used 
their reports as a tool to continue to highlight their position. For example, E.Org 7 
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stated that it is “disappointing that Australia does not have a proposed or operating 
emissions trading scheme”, while E.Org 8 stated that it “continues to believe that… a 
national emissions trading scheme…should be the core policies for delivering 
affordable long-term emissions reductions”. 
 
At the same time, the media signalled fears from energy users “that costs associated 
with the proposed emissions trading scheme and the federal government’s target for 
20 per cent of energy to come from renewable sources by 2020 will lead to further 
rises”. This also supports the data noted in relation to the organisations’ discussion 
on stakeholder engagement, whereby the data highlighted that both E.Org 7’s and 
E.Org 9’s stakeholders identify energy prices as being of concern/interest. It was 
interesting to note, however, that while all three energy organisations did address the 
notion of fees and charges within their reports, this discussion was limited (see 
coverage of activities, Appendix D).  
 
In fact, the analysis showed that instead, many linked the negativity surrounding the 
increase of energy prices to community service initiatives such as financial hardship 
programs, or justified that energy prices will rise as a direct result of meeting energy 
demand and/or climate change. For example, E.Org 7 stated that research by their 
economists “estimate the costs of climate change policy uncertainty…could lead to 
an unnecessary six percent increase in customer bills by 2020”, yet also blamed the 
energy price increase on the “need to invest in network infrastructure”. In regards to 
the latter, it went on to highlight “these price increases will have a marginal impact 
on the proportion of household income spent on energy. However, for low-income 
consumers, these price increases are likely to have a material impact on energy 
affordability”. In turn, the organisation signalled that it would be working with its 
“government stakeholders” to address financial hardship. 
 
A discussion on the findings noted in relation to the media analysis, and the 
inferences these have in relation to legitimacy, is presented in the next section. 
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4.4.3 Discussion and inferences in relation to legitimacy  
Firstly, in relation to the industry analysis, the fact that the organisations did address 
the activities stemming from the industry itself within its report, and the fact that 
there appeared to be a higher coverage given to these activities, suggests that the 
actual act of communicating these activities was done as a result of cognitive 
legitimacy. Unlike regulative and professional pressures, whereby the organisations 
aligned themselves with a larger constituent’s interests, here the organisations were 
adopting activities that had been well-known to the industry for some time, and 
therefore there was an expectation that the organisation address these issues and 
communicate about subsequent activities within their reports. In other words, there 
was a taken-for-granted expectation (Suchman, 1995) that the organisation address 
these issues as a result of these issues being well-known in the industry, and the fact 
that their competitors had/were responding to the issues.  
 
Secondly, the media analysis for each of the industries highlights that the issues 
identified through the media analysis were, on the whole, relatively similar for all 
three industries. In saying that, as the data highlight, certain issues were more 
relevant to one industry over another, with: 
 profits, interest rates, and competition being the primary issues for the 
banking industry;  
 board of directors/executive team (which was inextricably linked to anti-
discrimination and code of conduct) and competition being the primary issues 
in the consumer goods industry; and finally  
 climate change (which was intricately linked to emissions and renewable 
energy) and energy prices being the key issues in the energy sector. 
 
While the media analysis highlighted which activities discussed by the organisations 
within their reports had been shaped by public/mimetic pressures, this did not 
necessarily mean that all three of the organisations in the relevant industry addressed 
each activity within their report. For example, while the media analysis highlighted 
that anti-competitive behaviour, anti-corruption/bribery, continuous disclosure and/or 
insider trading was an issue for all three industries, while all three companies in both 
the consumer goods industry and the energy industry touched on this within their 
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reports, all three banks failed to mention it. This was particularly interesting given 
competition was identified as being a key issue in the banking sector, both through 
the media analysis and the industry analysis. It was also interesting to note that in 
many cases the issues identified through the media analysis did not correlate with the 
issues the organisations themselves had identified through their stakeholder 
engagement processes. Furthermore, as evidenced by the discussion on the energy 
industry, it was noted that the energy organisations, particularly E.Org 8, actively 
sought to shape and influence this debate.  
 
Overall, while public opinion is said to be negotiated and debated through the media 
(Schultz & Wehmeier, 2007), in many cases the organisations either chose: (a) not to 
address the issues that were identified through the media analysis, and therefore 
considered to be shaped by public/mimetic pressures; or (b) strategically responded 
to the issue. For example, in the banking industry the data presented in relation to the 
media analysis highlight that the banks quietly raised interest rates in a bid to avoid 
government attention and face the possibility of re-regulation, and they largely failed 
to address issues in their reports that had attracted criticism. In this case, the banks’ 
failure to address this activity may infer that they did not demonstrate their 
responsive to their constituents’ larger interests (Suchman, 1995) and, therefore, 
failed to indicate pragmatic legitimacy. In turn, however, this could suggest that the 
banks failed to address issues that could potentially impact on their ability to promote 
their ‘morality’. 
 
On the other hand, CG.Org 4 actively addressed criticism it attracted in the media as 
a result of its sexual harassment lawsuit in its report. By actually communicating 
about this activity within its report it therefore can be inferred that the organisation 
indicated pragmatic legitimacy, whereby the act of communicating about this activity 
signalled that it had aligned itself with its constituents’ interests (Suchman, 1995). At 
the same time however, CG.Org 4 strategically used this issue to highlight that it is 
an early adopter of the ASX Recommendations and that it has had its Code of 
Conduct & Ethics reviewed to ensure the highest possible standards. In doing so, it 
referenced a professional guideline to create the perception that its activities are now 
legitimate. Therefore, it can also be inferred that the actual act of referencing a 
professional guideline, as highlighted in the discussion on professional pressures, 
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was used as a means to seek cognitive legitimacy, whereby the organisation sought 
to create the taken-for-granted perception (Suchman, 1995) that it was acting in line 
with legitimate norms.  
 
4.4.4 Summary  
In summary, by conducting the industry overview and analysis of the media coverage 
for key issues, and therefore considering the public/mimetic pressures shaping the 
adoption and subsequent communication of the activities discussed in the 
organisations’ reports, the data suggest: 
 The actual act of communicating about  activities stemming from 
public/mimetic may infer cognitive legitimacy and/or pragmatic legitimacy. 
 The organisations were quite strategic in which activities they addressed, and 
often also in regards to how they addressed an issue.  
 
4.5 Conclusion 
To conclude, this chapter has presented the findings relating to the first research 
question, which asked: ‘Why are organisations communicating about their CSR 
activities?’. More specifically, this chapter focused on the institutional pressures 
impacting CSR and its subsequent communication, and highlighted the regulative, 
professional, and public/mimetic pressures shaping the CSR activities discussed in 
the organisations’ reports. 
 
Surprisingly, similar findings were noted across all three institutional pressures.  
 
Firstly, the findings illustrate that the organisations did not always indicate their 
alignment with the institutional pressures. In relation to both the regulative and 
professional pressures, it was noted that whilst the organisation may have referenced 
a piece of legislation, regulation, or professional guideline, this did not necessarily 
mean that they actually addressed the relevant activities stemming from these 
pressures within their reports. Similarly, the findings from the media analysis, which 
shed light on the public/mimetic pressures shaping CSR and its communication, 
show that in many cases the organisations actually failed to communicate about 
activities that had been identified as being shaped by public/mimetic pressures.  
Chapter Four – Findings: Institutional pressures 
108 
 
 
The findings highlight that the organisations appeared to be quite strategic in regards 
to the issues they addressed within their reports, and often neglected to mention 
issues that could impact the perception that they were a moral organisation, 
particularly in relation to some of the issues identified through the analysis of the 
media coverage. This idea that organisations can be quite strategic in the issues they 
address within their reports is also supported by the fact that not one of the nine 
organisations explicitly referenced all of the relevant legislation and regulations, nor 
did any of the organisations address all of the activities stemming from regulative 
pressures within their report. 
 
The data also reveal that whilst the organisations may have discussed an activity 
noted as stemming from regulative and/or professional pressures, they often failed to 
highlight the relevant legislation, regulation, and/or professional guidelines 
underpinning the activity. This idea warrants further exploration and is considered in 
more detail in the following chapters.  
 
Finally, the data presented across the three institutional pressures also supports the 
idea that there is a difference between the actual act of communicating about an 
activity and the way in which the activities were communicated about. In relation to 
the regulative and professional pressures, it was found that the actual act of 
communicating about the activity could infer pragmatic legitimacy, but the actual act 
of referencing the pressure (whether it be from legislation, regulation, or professional 
guideline) implied cognitive legitimacy. In relation to the public/mimetic pressures, 
the findings also suggest that the actual act of communicating about an activity 
shaped by the media could infer pragmatic legitimacy. The findings also reveal, 
however, that the actual act of communicating about an activity shaped by the 
industry itself could infer cognitive legitimacy.  
 
To conclude therefore, this chapter has explored the institutional pressures 
underpinning the activities discussed in the organisations’ CSR reports. In doing so, 
this chapter has highlighted that there may be a difference between: (a) the type of 
legitimacy inferred as a result of merely communicating about an activity that has 
been shaped by an institutional pressure; and (b) the type of legitimacy inferred as a 
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result of referencing a particular pressure. These findings are presented in the table 
below. 
 
Table 4.7 Summary of findings from Chapter Four: Institutional pressures and 
legitimacy 
Pressure 
Legitimacy 
Act of communicating about an 
activity  
Act of referencing pressure 
Regulative Pragmatic Cognitive 
Professional Pragmatic Cognitive 
Public/Mimetic Pragmatic and cognitive  
 
While this chapter focused specifically on the institutional pressures shaping the 
activities the organisations were communicating about within their reports (i.e. why 
the organisations communicated about an activity), the next chapter focuses on the 
rhetoric used in relation to each of the activities discussed within the organisations’ 
reports. By specifically focusing on the rhetoric used to communicate about their 
activities (i.e. how the organisations communicate about an activity), the following 
chapter expands on the findings noted in this chapter to make inferences in relation 
to legitimacy. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 
 
Findings: Rhetoric 
 
How much can you lose? How much can you win?  
And IF you go in, should you turn left or right... 
or right-and-three-quarters? Or, maybe, not quite?  
Or go around back and sneak in from behind? 
Dr Seuss 
 
5.1 Introduction 
This chapter sheds light on the second research question, which asks: ‘How are 
organisations communicating about their CSR activities?’. To achieve this, the 
analysis was centred on the notion of rhetoric, as presented in Chapter Two, and 
considers how the organisations used logos, ethos, and/or pathos in their CSR reports 
in relation to regulative, professional, and public/mimetic pressures.  
 
In order to answer this research question, the chapter is structured as follows.  
 
Firstly, this chapter sheds light on the justification the organisations gave as to why 
they performed, and subsequently communicated about, an activity. As highlighted 
in Chapter Three, this was necessary in order to identify specific instances where the 
organisation made appeals to the three institutional pressures. In turn, this analysis 
enabled examination of the rhetorical devices used in relation to specific institutional 
pressures. As this analysis shows, however, though an organisation may have 
highlighted that the reason they performed an activity was because a certain 
institutional pressure placed expectations upon them, this did not necessarily align 
with the institutional pressures underpinning the activity, as noted in the previous 
chapter.  
 
Next, this chapter presents the data pertaining to the rhetorical devices used where 
organisations justified an activity as stemming from an institutional pressure (in other 
words, instances whereby the organisations self-identified that an activity stemmed 
from a particular institutional pressure). Following the format of the previous 
chapter, this discussion begins by highlighting the rhetorical devices used where the 
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organisations identified a regulative pressure as underpinning the activity. It then 
moves on to present the findings, showing which rhetorical devices were used when 
the organisation deemed a professional pressure as underpinning the activity, before 
outlining the rhetorical devices used where the organisations identified the activities 
as stemming from a public/mimetic source. 
 
Given this section focuses on rhetoric, which is a means through which actors shape 
the legitimacy of practices by making persuasive arguments that justify and 
rationalise these practices (Green, 2004; Green et al., 2009; Suddaby & Greenwood, 
2005; Marais, 2012), the   implications in relation to legitimacy are also noted. 
 
5.2 Organisations’ justification for activities 
In order to identify the rhetorical devices the organisations were using in response to 
institutional pressures, thereby trying to establish themselves as acting legitimately in 
relation to that pressure, it was necessary to gain an understanding of why the 
organisations said that they were performing, and subsequently communicating 
about, an activity. More specifically, given the previous chapter highlighted that the 
organisations faced multiple pressures in relation to the same activity, it was 
necessary to identify specific instances where the organisations had articulated an 
institutional pressure as underpinning the activity. This was essential in order to 
complete the rhetorical analysis, and consider links between the rhetorical devices 
and institutional pressures.  
 
The analysis revealed that the organisations drew on multiple strategies when 
seeking to rationalise and justify their activities. In total, 11 strategies were noted and 
coded into the following categories: no justification, agenda, customers, corporate 
governance, community, employees, investors, legislation/regulation, organisation 
policy, professional guidelines, and stakeholders (see Chapter Three for the coding 
used in relation to each of these strategies). In other words, the analysis highlighted 
that the organisations drew on these 11 strategies as a means to rationalise and justify 
why there were performing, and subsequently communicating about, an activity. As 
an example, within their reports the organisations highlighted that 
legislation/regulation required them to perform and/or communicate about a certain 
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activity. In doing so, the organisations signalled to whom they were being 
responsive, and highlighted that they had self-identified that activity as being shaped 
by regulatory pressures.  
 
Table 5.1 illustrates the justification strategies used by each of the organisations in 
relation to the CSR activities addressed in their reports. By considering this table, it 
was revealed that the organisations tended to draw on multiple justification strategies 
to strengthen their arguments and aid in rationalising and justifying their activities. 
This suggests that the organisations attributed the activities to being shaped by 
multiple pressures, and were trying to rationalise and justify that their practices were 
legitimate to multiple stakeholders. Overall, however, of the 11 types of justification 
noted, all nine organisations utilised the strategy of no justification in most instances, 
which means that often organisations failed to reveal the motivations behind – or in 
other words, the pressures shaping – specific activities. The analysis of the rhetorical 
devices used by the organisations as presented in this chapter, as well as the 
discussion presented in Chapter Six, draw upon this table. 
 
 
Chapter Five – Findings: Rhetoric 
113 
 
1
1
3
 
C
h
ap
ter F
iv
e –
 F
in
d
in
g
s: R
h
eto
ric 
 
Table 5.1 Justification used in relation to CSR activities 
Activity B.Org 1 B.Org 2 B.Org 3 CG.Org 4 CG.Org 5 CG.Org 6 E.Org 7 E.Org 8 E.Org 9 
 G
o
v
er
n
a
n
c
e
 
Annual General Meetings (AGM) -, L - - CG      
Anti-competitive behaviour, anti-corruption/bribery, 
continuous disclosure and/or insider trading 
   L, CG, OP OP, L L OP - OP 
Assurance -, G -, G -  -, G -, G -, G -, G -, G 
Benchmarking, awards, recognition -, G -, G, L,  S -, G, S, L -, L -, G, S, I, L -, G -, G -, G, I -, G, I 
Board of directors/ executive leaders -, OP, I C, I, CG, OP - , I, CM - , OP, L  I, CG  OP  - , L 
Code of conduct OP   OP, CG, I, L OP OP OP  OP 
Contribute to the development of policy  CG CG, A  CM A C, I I, A, C  
Corporate governance OP, CG CG, OP, G OP, I, L L CG, I, OP, L,  CG, OP  G, OP, L OP, L, C, 
CM,  
CG, S, L, OP 
ESG Framework I, C, S S, OP S, G, OP, -  OP     
Future goals on CSR A, S, I, G A A, C, L  A, S - S, A, I A,  A, L, OP 
Marketing/advertising/labelling     C, L, OP  OP OP, L  
Mission, vision, values etc.  -, C, CM, E, I -, I, S     -, C, CM, E, 
I, L 
 
Privacy     OP, L  OP, L  L 
Product disclosure/information OP, C, L    G    S, OP, L 
Risk management -  A, OP OP, L, G, A A, OP  A, L, G, OP A, OP, G, L OP, L, I, S, C, G 
Whistleblower protection - , OP     - , OP   - , OP 
S
o
c
ia
l 
Anti-discrimination/human rights - , S, I, E, CM,   
G, OP, L 
A, G, L A, C, OP, L, G, 
E, I 
A, L,  -, OP, L, G -, OP, L C, A, E, CM, 
OP, L 
-, CM, OP, 
L 
-, OP 
Community investment - -, CM, OP -, CM, A, C, E, 
OP, S, G 
C, - -, A, C, I, CM, 
E, S, G, OP 
-, A, G, S CM, G, A, E CM, G, E, 
S, OP, A 
CM, A, E, -,  
Customer service (including financial hardship, dispute 
resolution) 
- -, C, A -, OP, I, C C C, - - -, OP, A, I, C, 
L 
-, OP, C, A -, C, OP, G, L 
Employee benefits -, E  - - -, OP - E, -, A,  - -, A 
Employee remuneration (including remuneration of 
directors/executives) 
OP, I, - OP, C, I, CG, 
S, - 
OP, S, I, - OP, I, A -, OP, L  E, OP OP A, OP 
Financial literacy CM, -  CM       
Freedom of association/union  A, - G, -, L,   OP L  L L, OP 
Health and safety - -, OP, L -, G OP, - -, OP, L -, OP -, OP, L, G -, OP -, OP, G, L 
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Activity B.Org 1 B.Org 2 B.Org 3 CG.Org 4 CG.Org 5 CG.Org 6 E.Org 7 E.Org 8 E.Org 9 
Hours of work, leave, turnover etc. - - -, G  - - - -  
Indigenous support - OP, - OP, -  -, OP, G -, OP  CM, - CM, OP, - 
Stakeholder engagement A, I, S, C, CM, 
G, E, L, OP 
A, S,  -, OP, 
C, CM, E, G 
A, I, OP, S, G, 
C, CM, E, - 
A, C, I, - A, S, OP, C, E, 
I, - 
-, C, E, A, I, 
S, G 
S, A, CM, OP, 
-, G, I, L, C 
S, E, C, 
CM, OP, - 
CG, S, C , -, A, 
CM, OP, E, L 
Training and career development -, C A, - - E, -  A, E, - - A, I, OP, C A, - A, C 
E
n
v
ir
o
n
m
e
n
ta
l 
Animal welfare     C, - S, C, -    
Biodiversity     L, OP  -, L, OP,  -, C, OP, L A, -, C, OP, G, 
L 
Climate change   A, -  G, C, -, A A, C, I -, S, A, OP -,A A, G, L, C, S, 
OP, E 
Emissions L, -,  A L, A, OP, C, - A, G, - -, L -, G, A, L L, A A, -, L, OP, I CM, A, -, L -, C, L 
Energy efficiency/consumption C, -, A, G, L C,  -, G A, - A, L -, A, L C, A  -, A, C, L, CM 
Environmental management/risk -, A, G G, - G, S, OP, A, - -, I, E, CM, C, S, L, 
OP, A, G, CG 
C, CM -, OP -, L, OP, A, G, 
S 
OP, G  
Noise       -, L   
Renewable energy A, -, C -, OP    - L, A, -, CM, L, -, S, A OP, A, -, CM, L 
Transport -  -. G - -    -, OP 
Waste and recycling - - -, G -, G -, G, OP -, G -, G, L  -, G -, OP 
Water - - -, G L - -, G -, A, L -, A,  OP - 
E
c
o
n
o
m
ic
s 
Disaster management         -, OP, CM, C 
Energy demand/security/network       -, A, C -, A C, -, A,  S, L, 
OP 
Ethical sourcing OP OP, G, CG   OP, G, L, - C, G, OP, -    
Fees and charges (including energy price) -, C C, I C, -    C, OP, - C, - C 
Financial performance/Dividends - - , L - , I, A, E, L - , I I, CM - , CM I, - - , I - , CM 
Supply chain management  OP, G, CG CM, OP, - - C, -, OP, A, G    A 
- = no justification given; A = agenda (organisation’s own agenda); C = customers; CG = governance; CM = community; E = employees; G = professional guidelines; I = investors; L = legislation/regulation; OP = 
organisational policy; S = stakeholders 
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By analysing this table, it was found that the organisations tended to use multiple 
justification strategies in relation to each activity, though the exact same justification 
strategies were generally not used across all nine organisations, or for that matter 
organisations operating in the same industry. For example, when discussing its 
community investment within its report, B.Org 3 utilised eight justification 
strategies: no justification, community, organisational agenda, customers, employees, 
organisational policy, stakeholders, and professional guidelines. While B.Org 2 also 
used multiple justification strategies, it only utilised three: no justification, 
community, and organisational policy. B.Org 1, on the other hand, used only one 
strategy, no justification, whereby the organisation simply stated what it did in 
relation to community investment. This suggests that B.Org 1 tried to rationalise and 
justify their activities to multiple actors simultaneously, though in doing so they also 
failed to reveal the intrinsic motivations behind performing and subsequently 
communicating about their activities, or in other words the actual institutional 
pressures requiring them to perform and communicate about their activities.  
 
Additionally, by cross-referencing this table with the analysis of the institutional 
pressures presented in Chapter Four, it can be noted that the justification strategy 
used by the organisation did not always align with the institutional pressure 
underpinning the activity. For example, the previous chapter highlighted that the 
activity anti-competitive behaviour, anti-corruption/bribery, continuous disclosure 
and/or insider trading was shaped by legislation, professional guidelines, the 
consumer goods industry itself, and was discussed in the media in relation to all three 
industries. While all three banks failed to discuss this issue within their reports
2
, the 
only justification strategies used by the remaining six organisations were legislation, 
organisational policy, corporate governance, or no justification. Therefore, while it 
was discussed in the media by stakeholders in both the consumer goods industry and 
the energy industry, and although both CG.Org 5 and E.Org 9 had highlighted this 
issue as being of concern to its stakeholders, none of the organisations in these 
                                                 
2
 This in itself in interesting because two of the three banks had identified this issue through their 
stakeholder engagement, and it was also an issue discussed in the media in relation to the banking 
industry. 
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industries noted the importance of this topic to its stakeholders when justifying what 
it did or why in relation to this activity.  
 
In relation to the use of legislation and/or regulations to rationalise and justify a 
particular activity, it was noted that this was the third most utilised justification 
strategy by the organisations (whereby it was used 83 times, as outlined in Table 
5.2). This seems quite surprising given that the organisations, for the most part, 
largely failed to reference most of the relevant legislation in relation to each of the 
activities, as was noted in Chapter Four. In saying this, this code was not just given 
to those instances where a specific piece of legislation was mentioned, but also 
where organisations may have referenced, as CG.Org 4 did, that it ‘complies with 
regulation’. While this would suggest that the organisations utilised this justification 
strategy to demonstrate that the organisation was complying with relevant legislation 
and/or regulations the language used around this legislation tended to be quite subtle, 
and did not reflect the legally enforceable nature of these activities. Here it is worth 
noting that failure to reference the specific legislation also has implications for the 
inspection of legitimacy, whereby without knowing which specific legislation the 
organisation is complying with, it is hard to evaluate whether the organisation is in 
fact complying with that legislation, and therefore acting legitimately. 
 
Table 5.2 Use of justification strategies in relation to number of activities 
 
Justification strategy used in relation to # activities 
Total Organisation - A C CG CM E G I L OP S 
B.Org 1 25 6 7 1 3 3 7 6 6 9 4 77 
B.Org 2 19 7 8 6 3 2 8 4 5 12 4 78 
B.Org 3 26 10 6 1 5 4 14 8 6 11 7 98 
CG.Org 4 14 6 4 4 1 2 3 5 10 7 1 57 
CG.Org 5 20 9 8 2 4 3 11 6 12 19 4 98 
CG.Org 6 21 6 4 1 1 1 7 2 5 8 3 59 
E.Org 7 18 15 8 0 4 4 9 7 14 18 4 101 
E.Org 8 21 11 7 0 7 3 6 4 9 12 3 83 
E.Org 9 21 12 11 2 7 3 7 2 16 21 6 108 
Total 185 82 63 17 35 25 72 44 83 117 36 759 
- = no justification given; A = agenda (organisation’s own agenda); C = customers; CG = governance; CM = community; E = 
employees; G = professional guidelines; I = investors; L = legislation/regulation; OP = organisational policy; S = stakeholders 
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In relation to the use of professional guidelines to rationalise and justify an activity 
as was noted in Chapter Four, the organisations tended to be quite overt about 
referencing professional guidelines, with 41 reporting guidelines, frameworks, and 
industry guidelines being referenced across the nine organisations. By considering 
the justification used by the organisations, it was noted that the organisations tended 
to emphasise the voluntary nature of these guidelines and frameworks. As Table 5.1 
and 5.2 reflect, however, the organisations tended not to use professional guidelines 
to rationalise and justify the discussion of a particular activity, whereby the use of 
professional guidelines to justify an activity was only noted in relation to 72 
activities overall (placing it as the fifth most used strategy, behind no justification, 
organisational policy, legislation/regulation, and organisational agenda). What this 
suggests is that whilst the organisations indicated that they aligned themselves with 
particular guidelines and frameworks, they largely failed to highlight the implications 
this then had in regards to the activities they were communicating about under the 
banner of CSR. In other words, they largely failed to highlight that a number of the 
activities that they were performing, and subsequently communicating about, were 
done so specifically as a result of the organisation pledging its alignment with and/or 
adherence to a particular professionally developed guideline or framework. 
 
In relation to the use of public/mimetic sources to rationalise and justify an activity, 
five justification strategies were coded: customers, the community, employees, 
investors, and/or stakeholders in general. Collectively, these were the most utilised 
strategies (collectively being used 203 times); individually, however, these were 
some of the least utilised strategies (customers came in sixth, with 63 instances 
noted; investors seventh, with 44 instances; stakeholders eighth, with 36 instances; 
community ninth, with 35 instances; and employees tenth, with 25 instances).  
 
The primary reason why these were the most used strategies collectively is that the 
organisations tended to group them together. For example, B.Org 3 argued that 
“Corporate Responsibility (CR) is doing the right thing for our customers, employees 
and communities”. This statement was therefore coded against customers, employees 
and communities individually. What the results tended to show, however, was that 
the organisations generally used broad, generic statements, such as “Being a great 
place to work is fundamental to creating the type of organisation with which our 
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customers want to do business” (B.Org 3), and “We recognise that our people are 
critical to the ongoing long-term success of [E.Org 7]” (E.Org 7). In fact, while the 
organisations devoted considerable amounts of their reports to outlining their 
stakeholder engagement and the relevant activities identified through stakeholder 
engagement, they did not carry this through their reports. For example, not once did 
any of the organisations actually state “as a result of stakeholder engagement, it was 
identified that we should do x” when discussing a particular activity.  
 
Taking into consideration the fact that the organisations tended to use multiple 
strategies linked to public/mimetic pressures in relation to the same activity, to 
compare the use of regulative- versus professional- versus public/mimetic-based 
justification strategies, counts were also done to consider how many activities had 
justifications linked to public/mimetic pressures in general. Therefore, by grouping 
the use of justification strategies linked to public/mimetic pressures (customers, 
investors, stakeholders, community, and employees), the results suggested that the 
organisations used some kind of public/mimetic justification in relation to 118 
activities overall. This is illustrated in Table 5.3.  
 
Table 5.3 Use of ‘institutional pressure’ justification strategies in relation to 
number of activities 
 
Justification strategy used in relation to # activities 
Total Organisation Regulative Professional Public/Mimetic 
B.Org 1 6 7 13 26 
B.Org 2 5 8 11 24 
B.Org 3 6 14 16 36 
CG.Org 4 10 3 8 21 
CG.Org 5 12 11 15 38 
CG.Org 6 5 7 6 18 
E.Org 7 14 9 17 40 
E.Org 8 9 6 14 29 
E.Org 9 16 7 18 41 
Total 83 (31%) 72 (26%) 118 (43%) 273 
 
The above discussion, and particularly Table 5.3, highlight that the organisations 
drew on regulative, professional, and public/mimetic sources to rationalise and 
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justify why they performed, and subsequently communicated about, particular 
activities. In turn, this sheds light on the pressures the organisations had self-
identified as underpinning certain activities, in that these were attempts by the 
organisations to rationalise and justify that their activities and practices were 
performed as a result of key stakeholders placing expectations or ‘pressures’ upon 
them. Taking this view, however, the analysis also suggests that the organisations, 
regardless of the industry, tended to use justification strategies that highlighted they 
performed activities to further their own strategic interests. As the findings show, the 
organisations relied heavily on justifying or rationalising an activity as a result of an 
organisational policy (this was the second most used justification strategy, with 117 
instances noted, as shown in Table 5.2), or, albeit subtly, to further its own agenda 
(this was the fourth most used strategies, with 82 instances noted, as shown in Table 
5.2).  
 
For example, to rationalise and justify the execution of projects, E.Org 7 highlighted 
its own organisational policies, stating that “These projects are executed in 
accordance with [E.Org 7]’s Project Management Framework, which involves a 
structured ‘gated’ approvals process (E.Org 7)”. Similarly, E.Org 9 argued that it is 
“committed to being a workplace where ‘no one gets hurt’ and to be recognised as ‘A 
Leader in Safety’” and then proceeded to rationalise and justify this by referencing 
an organisational policy: “We have developed a comprehensive Safety Management 
Plan to take us into the next five-year planning period. The plan lays the foundation 
for [E.Org 9] to consolidate and improve upon its overall safety performance through 
a single, coordinated approach” (E.Org 9). 
 
When rationalising and justifying the inclusion of an activity in relation to the 
organisation’s own agenda, this tended to be quite subtle, and strategically worded. 
CG.Org 6, for example, when rationalising and justifying its community investment, 
argued: “We firmly believe that to have a healthy business you must have strong and 
vibrant communities in which to live and work and we are enthusiastically meeting 
the challenges such an objective presents [CG.Org 6]”. Similarly, in relation to its 
community investment, B.Org 3 rationalised and justified this practice by stating: 
“We see our community involvement as an investment in our business”. 
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Overall, however, the most utilised justification strategy was actually having no 
justification at all (185 instances noted, as shown in Table 5.2), and instead the data 
show that the organisations merely stated what they did, without any underlying 
justification or rationalisation as to why the organisation performed this particular 
activity. It does appear that the organisations largely neglected to highlight how and 
where meaning was created in relation to most of its activities, and therefore failed to 
acknowledge the institutional pressure/s underpinning the activity. This idea is 
discussed in more detail in Chapter Six. 
 
Finally, this section has revealed insights into how organisations justified activities 
within their reports, and noted discrepancies between how the organisations justified 
an activity and the actual institutional pressures underpinning the activity. However, 
the overarching purpose of this analysis was to identify specific instances that could 
be used to consider the rhetorical devices used in relation to each of the institutional 
pressures, specifically instances whereby the organisations rationalised and justified 
activities as stemming from regulatory, professional, and/or public/mimetic sources. 
Drawing on the information presented in this section, the following sections of this 
chapter highlight the rhetorical devices and specific rhetorical appeals used in 
relation to each of the three institutional pressures.  
 
5.3 Regulative pressures 
As was noted in the previous section, of the 759 justification strategies used by the 
organisations in relation to the activities discussed in their reports, across the nine 
organisations, 83 activities were justified as stemming from legislation and/or 
regulation/s. These instances were then used to consider the rhetorical devices 
utilised by the organisations in response to their interpretation of the activities 
stemming from regulative pressures. 
 
The following table highlights the rhetorical devices and specific appeals used by 
each of the organisations when they justified that a regulative pressure underpinned 
an activity. Here the number represents the number of text units coded to that 
particular rhetorical appeal, and rhetorical device overall. As the table highlights, 
across the nine organisations, logos was the rhetorical device most utilised, followed 
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by ethos. As the table also shows, pathos was not used by any of the organisations in 
relation to activities that had been justified as stemming from regulative pressures.  
 
 Table 5.4 Rhetorical devices used in relation to regulative pressures 
 
B.Org  
1 
B.Org  
2 
B.Org  
3 
CG.Org 
4 
CG.Org 
5 
CG.Org 
6 
E.Org 
7 
E.Org 
8 
E.Org 
9 
Total 
Ethos 6 4 8 7 3 2 37 13 32 112 
Consistency 0 1 0 1 0 1 2 0 3 8 
Deference 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 2 
Expertise 0 2 5 4 1 0 17 6 10 45 
Inclination to 
succeed 
3 1 1 2 1 1 8 2 4 23 
Ingratiation, 
self-promotion 
1 0 1 0 0 0 2 3 2 9 
Self-criticism 1 0 0 0 0 0 7 2 8 18 
Similitude 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 4 7 
Logos 24 19 16 61 34 21 144 38 93 450 
Argumentation 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 5 
Citations from 
third party 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Claims 7 7 7 24 12 6 61 12 37 173 
Data 2 0 0 0 0 3 7 5 3 20 
Evidence or 
examples 
4 4 4 16 11 3 15 6 16 79 
Logic 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 
Warrants and 
justifications 
10 7 5 21 11 9 61 13 34 171 
Pathos 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Emotive 
appeals 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Figurative 
speech 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Narrative 
speech 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 
To expand further on the table, the data highlight that the logos appeals of claims 
and/or warrants and justifications were the most utilised rhetorical appeals across the 
nine organisations in relation to regulative pressures. Following this, the logos appeal 
of evidence or examples was the next most utilised appeal overall, with expertise 
being the most used ethos appeal, followed by inclination to succeed.  
 
Overall, the analysis suggests that organisations tended to be subtle in how they 
referenced legislation and/or regulations. The banks in particular were quite subtle 
Chapter Five – Findings: Rhetoric 
122 
 
in how they referenced legislation and regulations within their reports. For example, 
B.Org 1 referenced only two pieces of legislation and regulations within its report, 
and in both instances, these were noted in footnotes. Similarly, B.Org 2 and B.Org 3 
also referenced a number of pieces of legislation and regulations in footnotes as 
opposed to the body of their reports.  
 
This point is also exemplified by the fact that the organisations often failed to 
highlight the legally required nature of these activities. CG.Org 5, for example, 
discussed both the EEO and NGER, both of which the organisation is legally 
required to abide by, under a heading entitled “Voluntary Codes and Reporting”. 
 
Similarly, in relation to the activity anti-discrimination/human rights, while six of the 
organisations referenced a specific piece of legislation in relation to this activity, 
only one organisation explicitly stated that this activity was “required” by law. 
CG.Org 6 was the only organisation that emphasised the legally required nature of 
this activity, stating that it was “required to complete an annual report to the Equal 
Opportunity for Women in the Workplace Agency”. In comparison, the language 
used by most of the other organisations was more subtle. For example, instead of 
stating the requirements of this legislation, E.Org 7 highlighted that it “submitted its 
annual report to EOWA and was commended on the level of analysis and progress 
made in understanding diversity issues”. While the organisation did have one line 
stating that it “remains compliant with the Equal Opportunity for Women in the 
Workplace Act”, much of the discussion on this activity focused predominately on 
E.Org 7’s own organisational policy. Similarly, B.Org 3 also highlighted that it was 
“recognised as an Employer of Choice for Women by the Equal Opportunity 
Workplace Agency”. It then went on to state that it had “taken an active role in 
contributing to the debate about how greater gender diversity can be addressed in the 
Australian private sector” and that its “commentary formed part of the Federal 
Government’s review of the effectiveness of the Equal Opportunity for Women 
legislation”. At no stage did B.Org 3 highlight the legal requirement of this activity.  
 
Here it should be noted that some organisations were more overt, in general, about 
the legally required nature of activities they had highlighted as being underpinned by 
regulative pressures. For example, CG.Org 4 was more overt about outlining its 
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compliance in relation to legislation and regulations, whereby it drew on words such 
as ‘regulative obligations’, ‘requires’, ‘mandatory reporting requirements’, and 
‘comply’ when referencing legislation and regulations. Similarly, E.Org 9 was also 
quite overt about emphasising the legally required nature of activities stemming from 
these regulative pressures, using words such as ‘in accordance with’, ‘requirements 
under’, ‘assessed against’, ‘required’, ‘imposed’, ‘prescribed by’, ‘compliance with’, 
and ‘complied’. 
 
The analysis also highlighted that, in many cases, while the organisation may have 
acknowledged that a regulative pressure shaped the activity, it often failed to outline 
the specific legislation. For example, B.Org 3 often signalled that it ‘complied’ with 
relevant legislation but no mention was made of which specific legislation it 
complied with. Similarly, in its discussion on corporate governance, CG.Org 5 stated 
that its “corporate governance framework meets the relevant regulative requirements 
in Australia” but it failed to mention any specific regulative requirements. 
 
5.3.1 Discussion and inferences in relation to legitimacy 
While Table 5.4 highlights the rhetorical devices and the specific appeals that were 
used by the nine organisations when justifying an activity in relation to a regulative 
pressure, it should be noted that the data shows that the organisations would typically 
draw on a combination of rhetorical appeals in order to justify their activities. 
Furthermore, the data also indicates that the organisations sought pragmatic, moral, 
and/or cognitive legitimacy by utilising logos and/or ethos appeals in relation to 
regulative pressures. The following uses indicative quotes to illustrate how the 
organisations used language to create the perception that they were acting with 
legitimacy and explores this finding in more detail.   
 
Evidence that infers pragmatic legitimacy 
Typically the data suggests that only logos appeals were used where pragmatic 
legitimacy was the primary type of legitimacy sought by the organisation when it had 
justified an activity in relation to a regulative pressure. For example, B.Org 1 
presented data highlighting its greenhouse gas emissions, and then stated that its 
“scope 1 and 2 emissions, [were] developed in accordance with NGERS”. Here the 
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organisation drew on logos (specifically the appeals of claims and 
warrants/justifications) and, by using the abbreviated name of the legislation, used 
jargon that would mean little to someone unfamiliar with the Act. In doing so, 
however, the organisation also strategically, albeit it subtly, highlighted that it did 
meet the requirements of this guideline, thereby suggesting the organisation sought 
pragmatic legitimacy. This was consistent with B.Org 2 and B.Org 3, whereby they 
presented data in relation to their greenhouse gas emissions, and then provided a 
footnote claiming that this data had been prepared in line with the NGER. 
 
CG.Org 5 and CG.Org 6 also drew heavily on logos (and used no ethos) to 
demonstrate how they were pragmatically aligning themselves with regulative 
requirements. For example, CG.Org 5 justified: 
Our first NGER report was submitted by 31 October 2009 and covered the same 
reporting period as our 2009 CR Report. NGER reporting covers only Scope 1 
and 2 emissions and not all refrigerants, so the emissions reported to the NGER 
are less than those reported in our CR Reports. [CG.Org5 ]also advised the office 
that our NGER reported emissions included emissions reported for refrigerant 
loss, which were estimated using a methodology that does not comply with NGER 
regulations. [CG.Org 5] reported refrigerant emissions based on refill volumes 
for our systems instead of applying a loss factor, an unknown at the time, to total 
capacity of refrigerants. 
Similarly, CG.Org 6 began its discussion on greenhouse gas emissions and its 
compliance to the NGER by drawing heavily on logos to warrant: 
Prior to 2008/09 we based our greenhouse gas emissions measurement on the 
AGO methodology. However, from 2008/09 [CG.Org 6] has registered as a 
controlling corporation under the National Greenhouse and Energy Reporting 
Act (NGER) for which has been published a very complex set of reporting 
determinations that we are required to follow (and which can change slightly 
from year to year as the DCCEE refines its data collection). This means that 
some of our data is not directly comparable year on year, but where possible 
this is explained in the text.  
It then argued that there were differences in the results reported, stating: 
At the time of this report’s preparation [CG.Org 6] reported 5,164,544 tonnes 
CO2e in our NGER report (our Scope 1 and Scope 2 emissions), while this 
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report declares 6,132,809 tonnes CO2e (a difference of 968,265 tonnes CO2e). 
The difference is created by the definitional and legal requirements of NGER. 
Following this, the organisation provided evidence of the discrepancy, highlighting 
data that attributed to the difference. Here the organisation drew heavily on jargon 
and technical language, which is language that would mean little to anyone who did 
not understand this Act. It appears, therefore, that the organisation was trying to 
pragmatically indicate how it was meeting the criteria of this guideline, and provide 
warrants and arguments to justify the discrepancy noted in the data so that the 
regulating body would not question its legitimacy.  
 
E.Org 7 and E.Org 8 also used their reports as a means to strategically communicate 
how data regarding its greenhouse gas emissions had been reported, based on 
regulative pressures. For example, E.Org 7 drew heavily on claims, and warrants and 
justification, to state that its “Greenhouse gas emissions, energy consumption and 
energy production data reported as part of the [E.Org 7] Greenhouse Footprint have 
been prepared in line with [E.Org 7]’s interpretation of the National Greenhouse and 
Energy Reporting Act 2007 and supporting regulations”. It also highlighted that 
“Scope 3 greenhouse gas emissions have been treated separately as the reporting of 
this data is not required under the National Greenhouse and Energy Reporting Act 
2007”. By outlining the relevant data, E.Org 7 was pragmatically demonstrating how 
it met the requirements of these guidelines. However, it was also, to an extent, 
placing a caveat on the data it provided by highlighting that it was prepared in line 
with its ‘interpretation’ of the Act. In doing so, the organisation strategically sought 
to avoid possible ramifications from the regulative body if its data had been reported 
incorrectly. 
 
E.Org 8 was also quite specific about outlining the methodology for calculating its 
emissions, and drew heavily on logos (data, evidence, warrants and justification) to 
highlight any deviations from the Act. For example, it warranted, “The estimation of 
incidental greenhouse gas emissions have been performed in accordance with the 
National Greenhouse and Energy Reporting Regulations 2008 (NGER Regulations)”. 
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CG.Org 4 also drew heavily on logos – specifically claims, and warrants and 
justification – when it signalled its adherence to a regulation in relation to its 
discussion on corporate governance: 
The ASX Listing Rules require listed companies to include in their annual report 
a statement disclosing the extent to which they have followed the ASX 
Recommendations in the reporting period. Listed companies must identify the 
recommendations that have not been followed and provide reasons for the 
company’s decision. Copies of [CG.Org 4’s] corporate governance practices 
have been posted on its website as required by the ASX Recommendations. As 
detailed in this Statement, [CG.Org 4] considers that its governance practices 
comply with the ASX Recommendations. A checklist summarising this view is 
shown on pages 26 to 27 of this Statement. This table also shows the link 
between the relevant governance items and the ASX Recommendations. 
As this example highlights, CG.Org 4 signalled that it complies with this regulation. 
However, it is worth noting that the organisation went on to dedicate two pages of its 
report to outlining its compliance with the ASX Recommendations, providing 
information about the regulation, and what this entailed for the organisation. In doing 
so, the organisation communicated how it was pragmatically meeting the 
requirements of this regulation, suggesting that it communicated in that manner in 
order to seek pragmatic legitimacy. 
 
Lastly, as was previously noted, E.Org 9 was quite overt about indicating it was 
acting in line with legislation, and in doing so, strategically communicated how it 
was pragmatically meeting the criteria of these regulative pressures. For example, the 
organisation referenced the Corporations Act on 14 occasions throughout its report, 
and drew heavily on logos when discussing its compliance with this Act. More 
specifically, reference to the Corporations Act was frequently made in the 
organisation’s discussion on how it was pragmatically meeting the principles of the 
ASX Recommendations. For example, in relation to the first principle, which 
involves laying solid foundations for management and oversight, E.Org 9 clearly 
detailed the company structure, highlighting that it is “governed by the provisions of 
the Corporations Act 2001, except as otherwise provided by the Government Owned 
Corporations Act 1993”. Similarly, it warranted:  
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The Corporations Act 2001 applies to [E.Org 9] and the other companies in the 
group. Accordingly, the statutory duties of Directors apply and the Board 
follows normal procedures for the disclosure of Directors’ standing interests 
and material personal interests, and how to deal with them. 
As the above quote illustrates, the organisation would typically reference a regulative 
pressure and detail how it was pragmatically meeting the criteria of this legislation or 
regulation.  
 
Evidence that infers moral legitimacy 
In contrast, the findings demonstrated that ethos was typically used in conjunction 
with logos appeals when the organisation sought to pursue moral legitimacy in 
relation to activities justified as stemming from regulative pressures. The following 
highlights examples to illustrate this finding.  
 
A number of the organisations used ethos appeals in conjunction with logos appeals 
when referencing the ASX Recommendations. For example, while B.Org 1 explicitly 
referenced the guideline when discussing its achievements in relation to diversity, 
and used logos to highlight the specific achievement it had made against diversity 
objectives stemming from this regulation, much of its discussion focused on how it 
was “advancing women at work”; as such, the organisation drew on ethos. More 
specifically, the organisation made the claim (logos appeal) that it was an “early 
adopter of the recently announced Australian Stock Exchange’s (ASX) Governance 
Principles relating to diversity, having set and reported on public targets for women 
in management for the past five years”. In doing so, however, the organisation also 
drew on ethos, whereby it used the appeal of self-promotion to highlight that it is an 
“early adopter” of the guideline, and consistency to emphasise that it had already 
been reporting on diversity targets for some time. While this example highlights how 
the organisation subtly sought pragmatic legitimacy, whereby it outlined its 
achievements in relation to the regulation, it also suggests moral legitimacy, whereby 
the organisation strategically communicated in a way that emphasised its 
commitment to social welfare (Suchman, 1995).  
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B.Org 3, CG.Org 4, and CG.Org 5 also drew on ethos to emphasise that they were 
‘early adopters’ of the ASX Recommendations, and strategically communicated in a 
way that highlighted their commitment to improving social welfare. For example, 
B.Org 3 drew on the ethos appeal of deference in its discussion relating to this 
regulation, stating that it “recognise[s] that a diverse and inclusive workforce is not 
only good for our employees, it is also good for our business. It helps us attract and 
retain talented people, create more innovative solutions, and be more flexible and 
responsive to our customers’ and shareholders’ needs”. In doing so, the organisation 
drew on logos, as well as ethos (deference), and justified this activity in relation to 
the benefits it would bring to the organisation, rather than justifying that the activity 
was performed as a result of abiding by legislation. Similarly, CG.Org 4 also drew on 
the ethos appeal of deference, as well as inclination to succeed (in addition to logos) 
by stating that “The Board has adopted practices as appropriate to ensure [CG.Org 4] 
remains at the forefront in protecting stakeholder interests which are consistent with 
the ‘Corporate Governance Principles and Recommendations’”. CG.Org 5, on the 
other hand, claimed that “Our Directors are committed to the ethical pursuit of 
shareholders’ best interests” and that it “has agreed to become an early adopter of the 
new Australian Stock Exchange Corporate Governance guidelines for diversity”. In 
doing so, CG.Org 5 also drew on ethos (consistency, self-promotion), in addition to 
logos (claims), to present itself as acting in the best interests of its shareholders, 
rather than simply abiding by a regulative pressure. 
 
Another example that highlights the use of ethos and logos to purse moral legitimacy 
in relation to an activity justified as stemming from a regulative pressure was noted 
in E.Org 8’s discussion on marketing. Here the organisation sought to position itself 
as acting morally, drawing on ethos (in conjunction with logos) to state: 
In any communications with stakeholders about our environmental and green 
claims, we are serious about ensuring that what we say is honest and accurate. 
This year we developed an [E.Org 8] Green Claims Toolkit to provide guidance 
to people making representations about the environmental benefits associated 
with our products, campaigns and projects. 
To add credibility to its ‘toolkit’ the organisation warranted that this framework was 
put in place to “ensure any representation [E.Org 8] makes about environmental 
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issues, or a green claim is accurate and legally compliant”. It also went on to 
emphasise that it “is based on the Australian Competition and Consumer 
Commission’s guides to Green Marketing and the Trade Practices Act and Carbon 
Claims and the Trade Practices”. By referring to the policy, the organisation sought 
to increase the perception that its own framework was credible. However, by failing 
to highlight that it is legally required to abide by these guidelines, the organisation 
positions itself as acting in the best interests of its customers, rather than abiding by a 
regulative pressure. In saying that, by referencing this guideline, the organisation 
does subtly signal that it is pragmatically adopting it.  
 
The above example illustrates how an organisation strategically sought multiple 
types of legitimacy in their communication of an activity that they had identified as 
being underpinned by a regulative pressure. This was not uncommon to see in the 
data, with the organisations often communicating in a way that subtly sought 
pragmatic legitimacy, moral legitimacy, and also cognitive legitimacy.  
 
Take, for example, E.Org 7’s discussion on women in the workforce, an activity that 
was shaped by EOWA. Here the organisation drew heavily on logos to outline its 
“representation of women in leadership”, and explicitly noted that it “remains 
compliant with the Equal Opportunity for Women in the Workplace Act”. It also 
highlighted, for example, that it “provides women with 12 weeks’ paid maternity 
leave, which meets EOWA’s benchmark for Employer of Choice for Women 
criteria”. By highlighting data that demonstrated how it met the requirements of this 
Act, the organisation pragmatically demonstrated its alliance with this regulative 
pressure. However, there was also the suggestion that the organisation sought to 
pursue cognitive legitimacy in its discussion, whereby it stated that it had “submitted 
its annual report to EOWA and was commended on the level of analysis and progress 
made in understanding diversity issues at [E.Org 7]”. More specifically the 
organisation drew on logos (claim) and ethos (expertise and self-promotion) to 
highlight that a regulative agency had commended it on its performance, which in 
turn created the perception that its activities must therefore be legitimate. This 
highlights cognitive legitimacy, whereby the organisation sought to create a taken-
for-granted expectation that its activities are legitimate (Suchman, 1995). The 
findings also suggested that the organisation tried to position itself as acting morally 
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and in the interests of its stakeholders (Suchman, 1995), whereby it drew on ethos 
(specifically consistency and inclination to succeed) in addition to logos, claiming it 
“will continue to analyse its pay equity gap and implement solutions to close the gap 
wherever possible”.  
 
Evidence that infers cognitive legitimacy 
Overall, however, the data indicated that more often than not, regulative pressures 
were strategically referenced in a way in which to seek cognitive legitimacy. Here 
the organisations would often draw on phrases such as ‘in line with’, ‘aligned with’, 
and ‘consistent with’ a regulation or piece of legislation to create the perception 
(Suchman, 1995) that their activities were legitimate, without necessarily providing 
the relevant detail about how they were acting legitimately; the organisations 
generally failed to justify the activity as being shaped by a regulative pressure, but 
rather referenced regulative pressures in a manner that sought to add credibility to 
their claims. For example, CG.Org 5 made the claim that it “conducts consumer 
product safety recalls in line with the FSANZ Product Recall Protocol and the ACCC 
Product Recall Guidelines”. While the organisation used logos to make the claim that 
it abided by these Product Recall Guidelines, it failed to highlight that it was legally 
required to abide by these guidelines, and instead drew on the ethos appeal of 
expertise to suggest that its activities must be legitimate if it acts in line with this 
regulative pressure.  
 
Another tactic used by the organisations was to reference a regulation or piece of 
legislation to create the perception that its own policies were legitimate. E.Org 7, for 
example, often highlighted its own policy, and then suggested that it aligned with 
regulative pressures in a bid to increase its legitimacy. This was noted, as an 
example, in relation to the organisation’s privacy policy, whereby it claimed: 
[E.Org 7]’s Privacy Statement and companion internal document, the Privacy 
Policy, outline [E.Org 7]’s responsibilities and commitments in relation to the 
privacy of customers, shareholders, employees and other stakeholders. The 
Statement is consistent with the National Privacy Principles, as documented in 
the Commonwealth’s Privacy Act 1988. 
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Similarly, it highlighted that its “Compliance Policy and Plan covers legislative 
requirements, management responsibilities, training, reporting on compliance and 
provision for internal audit”, though in this case, it failed to mention the specific 
legislation, making inspections of legitimacy difficult. The organisation also referred 
to the ASX Recommendations to strengthen the legitimacy of its own governance 
guidelines, highlighting that its “governance structures and processes are consistent 
with the ASX Corporate Governance Council’s ‘Corporate Governance Principles 
and Recommendations - 2nd Edition’”.  
 
CG.Org 4 also used the ASX Recommendations to justify and add credibility to its 
own policies, for example it stated, “In light of the recent ASX Listing Rule 
amendments which apply from 1 January 2011, [CG. Org 4]’s Share Trading Policy 
is currently under review”. It also argued that its Code of Ethics and Conduct is 
“reviewed periodically and has been amended to reflect the ASX 
Recommendations”. In doing so, the organisation was not only signalling its 
adherence to this regulative pressures, but was also using this regulative pressure to 
justify the legitimacy of its own policies, and in doing so, suggests cognitive 
legitimacy whereby the organisation sought to create the perception that it was acting 
legitimately. Similarly, while CG.Org 5 acknowledged that regulative pressures 
underpin its corporate governance framework, stating that its “corporate governance 
framework meets the relevant regulative requirements in Australia along with 
established best practice standards”, it failed to mention any specific regulative 
requirements. Instead, it emphasised the “established best practice standards” that it 
abided by, highlighting that it “follows the Australian Securities Exchange (ASX) 
Corporate Governance Council’s Corporate Governance Principles and 
Recommendations”. Here the organisation also referenced a regulative pressure in a 
manner in which to create the perception that it was acting in line with legitimate 
norms, without fully indicating how it was pragmatically meeting the requirements 
of this guideline.  
 
Finally, another example which illustrates this point is E.Org 9, whereby it warranted 
that it had “updated its policies in line with legislation that has given the state’s 
Crime and Misconduct Commission (CMC) the power to investigate suspicions of 
official misconduct”. Similarly, the organisation claimed that its corporate 
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governance practices had “been developed in line with” the ASX Recommendations, 
and also highlighted that it has an “Operational Risk Committee” which: 
…reviewed regular reports on the effectiveness of the systems for monitoring 
compliance with laws and regulations with particular emphasis on key risk 
areas including, but not limited to, Electricity Industry legislation, Workplace 
Health and Safety, Environmental Protection, Employment and Equal 
Opportunity, Trade Practices, the Government Owned Corporations Act 1993, 
the Corporations’ Law, Privacy, Consumer Protection legislation, Native Title 
and Cultural Heritage, and Development and Planning. 
In doing so, the organisation created the perception that its activities are aligned with 
standardised norms, and therefore must also be legitimate. By strategically 
communicating in this way, the organisations may have been referencing regulative 
pressures in an attempt to negate the need for closer inspection.  
 
5.3.2 Summary 
In summary, this section has highlighted that: 
 When justifying an activity as stemming from a regulative pressure logos was 
predominately used, with some ethos. 
 The organisations tended to be subtle in how they referenced legislation 
and/or regulations. 
 The organisations often failed to highlight the legally required nature of 
activities stemming from regulative pressures. 
 While the organisations may have acknowledged that a regulative pressure 
shaped the activity, they often failed to outline the specific legislation, 
making inspections of legitimacy difficult. 
 The data indicate that the organisations sought pragmatic, moral, and/or 
cognitive legitimacy by utilising logos and/or ethos appeals in relation to 
regulative pressures. 
 The organisations would typically draw on a combination of rhetorical 
appeals in order to justify their activities: 
o the data suggested that only logos appeals were used where pragmatic 
legitimacy was the primary type of legitimacy sought by the 
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organisation when it had justified an activity in relation to a regulative 
pressure; and 
o the data suggests that ethos was typically used in conjunction with 
logos appeals when the organisation sought to pursue moral and/or 
cognitive legitimacy in relation to activities justified as stemming 
from regulative pressures. 
 The data indicate that, more often than not, regulative pressures were 
strategically referenced in a way in which to seek cognitive legitimacy. This 
supports the idea noted in Chapter Four that the actual act of referencing 
legislation and/or a regulation may imply cognitive legitimacy.  
 
5.4 Professional pressures 
As was noted in the previous chapter, the organisations tended to be quite overt about 
referencing professional guidelines, with 41 reporting guidelines, frameworks, and 
industry guidelines being referenced across the nine organisations. However, as 
Section 5.2 revealed, the organisations tended not to use professional guidelines to 
rationalise and justify the discussion of a particular activity. In fact, as the data 
highlights, the use of professional guidelines to justify an activity was only noted in 
relation to 72 of the 759 activities overall (placing it as the fifth most used strategy, 
behind no justification, organisational policy, legislation/regulation, and 
organisational agenda).  
 
What this suggests is that whilst the organisations indicated that they aligned 
themselves with particular guidelines and frameworks, they largely failed to 
highlight the implications this then had in regards to the activities they were 
communicating about under the banner of CSR. In other words, they largely failed to 
highlight that a number of the activities that they were performing, and subsequently 
communicating about, were performed as a result of the organisation pledging its 
alignment with and/or adherence to a particular professionally developed guideline 
or framework. 
 
Regardless of this, however, by considering the instances where organisations 
justified an activity as stemming from a professional pressure, this study was able to 
Chapter Five – Findings: Rhetoric 
134 
 
highlight the rhetorical devices and specific appeals utilised by the organisation in 
response to professional pressures. This information is displayed in the following 
table. More specifically, Table 5.5 displays the units of text coded to each of the 
rhetorical appeals and rhetorical devices overall for each of the organisations when 
they had justified an activity as being underpinned by a professional pressure.  
 
Table 5.5 Rhetorical devices used in relation to professional pressures 
 
B.Org  
1 
B.Org 
 2 
B.Org  
3 
CG.Org 
4 
CG.Org 
5 
CG.Org 
6 
E.Org 
7 
E.Org 
8 
E.Org 
9 
Total 
Ethos 12 18 20 3 30 6 28 40 15 172 
Consistency 0 2 0 1 0 2 1 5 1 12 
Deference 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
Expertise 8 15 18 1 20 4 27 14 10 117 
Inclination to 
succeed 
2 0 1 0 7 0 0 7 3 20 
Ingratiation, 
self-promotion 
1 1 1 1 1 0 0 8 1 14 
Self-criticism 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 3 
Similitude 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 3 0 5 
Logos 30 45 106 20 99 58 102 108 19 587 
Argumentation 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 3 0 5 
Citations from 
third party 
0 0 0 0 3 3 4 0 0 10 
Claims 14 20 28 6 35 21 31 34 6 195 
Data 1 0 20 1 7 4 16 17 0 66 
Evidence or 
examples 
6 11 18 8 27 7 19 23 1 120 
Logic 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Warrants and 
justifications 
9 14 38 5 27 23 32 31 12 191 
Pathos 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Emotive 
appeals 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Figurative 
speech 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Narrative 
speech 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 
As this table indicates, when an organisation justified an activity as stemming from a 
professional pressure, logos was the most utilised rhetorical device, followed by 
ethos. Similarly to the results noted for the organisations’ communication of 
activities justified as stemming from regulative pressures, pathos appeals were not 
used by any of the nine organisations. More specifically, claims were the most 
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utilised logos appeal, followed closely by warrants and justifications. Evidence and 
examples (logos appeal) was the third most utilised appeal, followed fourthly by the 
ethos appeal of expertise. The logos appeal of data was the fifth most utilised appeal.  
 
It was interesting to note that while expertise was also the most utilised ethos appeal 
in relation to regulative pressures, it was used considerably more so in relation to the 
communication of activities that had been justified as stemming from professional 
pressures. Furthermore, whilst inclination to succeed was the second most utilised 
ethos appeal for both regulative pressures and professional pressures, it was actually 
used to a slightly higher extent in relation to regulative pressures. This perhaps 
suggests that the organisations sought to emphasise their willingness to meet the 
standards of regulative pressures more so than professional pressures. 
 
It is also worth noting that while organisations justified activities as stemming from 
legislation/regulation 83 times, compared to professional guidelines with 72 
instances noted, higher numbers of logos and ethos were noted in relation activities 
justified as being underpinned by professional pressures. The reason for this is that 
the organisations tended to draw on combinations of multiple rhetorical appeals in 
relation to professional pressures, more so than those noted in relation to regulative 
pressures.  
 
Overall, the data highlights that the organisations largely failed to justify that an 
activity was performed because of a professional pressure. For example, although 
B.Org 1 did reference a relatively high number of professional guidelines, as 
identified in Chapter Four, overall, it largely failed to acknowledge that professional 
pressures underpinned almost all of the activities it discussed within its report. To 
illustrate this point, the organisation only referred to the GRI once in its report (on 
page 36 of 43) whereby it used logos to state that it used the “Global Reporting 
Initiative (GRI) Sustainability…in determining the content for our reporting”. While 
this suggests that the organisation had aligned itself with the GRI, and adopted its 
reporting guidelines as its own, it failed to acknowledge the fact that every activity 
(with the exception of the AGM) discussed in the report is done so as a result of 
following the GRI, against which the organisation was rated as an A+.  
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Similarly, although all 29 activities discussed by B.Org 2 within its report were 
shaped by the GRI, only once did the organisation highlight that the GRI had actually 
shaped an activity, whereby it stated, “changes were made to our reporting of 
community investment data to more closely align with GRI”. This supports the 
notion that while the organisation did reference professional guidelines, it largely 
failed to highlight that these had an impact on what the organisation did, and in turn 
communicated about. E.Org 9 also did this when it made the claim that: 
The content of this report has also been guided by the Australasian Reporting 
Awards criteria for best-practice reporting, as well as the Energy Supply 
Association of Australia’s Sustainable Practices Framework. In addition, the 
Global Reporting Initiative’s (GRI) G3 Principles of Sustainability Reporting 
have been used to enhance the comparability of our reporting. 
In this instance, while the organisation acknowledged that its report had been guided 
by professional guidelines, it failed to justify which activities were actually 
performed, and subsequently communicated about, as a result of professional 
pressures. 
 
While the organisations often failed to justify that an activity had been performed a 
result of a professional guideline, they were considerably more overt about aligning 
themselves with professional guidelines than legislation and regulations, and tended 
to emphasise the voluntary nature of adopting these guidelines. For example, B.Org 
1 stated that its “commitment to carbon neutrality is aligned with the Australian 
Government’s National Carbon Offset Standard (NCOS), a voluntary framework that 
provides accreditation for companies to become carbon neutral”. Similarly, CG.Org 
5 proclaimed that it is “a signatory to the UN Global Compact, one of the largest 
voluntary corporate citizenship initiatives”. Here both organisations drew on logos 
and ethos to signal that they aligned themselves with a reputable third party 
guideline, and in doing so, strategically created the perception that they were acting 
legitimately without actually detailing how they were acting legitimately (cognitive 
legitimacy). However, by emphasising that these are ‘voluntary’ guidelines, the 
organisations also strategically signal to the morality of the organisation (moral 
legitimacy) by going beyond legal requirements and acting in the best interests of 
their stakeholders. 
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5.4.1 Discussion and inferences in relation to legitimacy 
In general, the findings suggests that that the organisations typically referenced 
professional guidelines in an attempt to pursue cognitive legitimacy, though 
instances whereby the organisations sought pragmatic and/or moral legitimacy were 
also noted. As the previous examples of B.Org 1 and CG.Org 5 highlight, however, 
the types of legitimacy sought in relation to professional pressures were invariably 
interrelated, whereby the organisation would strategically communicate in a manner 
that sought multiple types of legitimacy simultaneously. The following indicative 
examples illustrate how the organisations strategically sought legitimacy, and note 
the relevant rhetorical devices used.  
 
Evidence that infers cognitive legitimacy 
The data revealed that the organisations frequently drew on the tactic of using a 
professional guideline to create the perception that its own policies, or the way in 
which it performed an activity, were legitimate. B.Org 1, as an example, referenced a 
number of professional guidelines to create the perception that its project financing 
standards were legitimate. Here the bank drew on logos and ethos appeals and stated 
that it supports “internationally accepted human rights standards, including the UN 
Global Compact and OECD Guidelines for Multinational Enterprises, and apply the 
Equator Principles to all project finance transactions”. Project financing was a 
particularly contentious issue for B.Org 1, so it was interesting to note that the 
organisation referenced not one but three professional guidelines here to increase the 
taken-for-granted perception (Suchman, 1995) that its performance was legitimate; 
this therefore suggests that it referenced these guidelines in a bid to seek cognitive 
legitimacy. 
 
CG.Org 4 also used the tactic of referencing professional guidelines to enhance the 
credibility of its activities, as evidenced by its discussion on risk management. Here 
the organisation stated that its “approach to risk oversight, risk management and 
internal control has been developed and is consistent with recognised industry 
reference material and guidelines” including the “‘Risk Management AS/NZS 4360’ 
(Standards Australia), and publications from The Committee of Sponsoring 
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Organisations from the Treadway Commission (COSO)”. By using logos (claims, 
and warrants and justification) and ethos (expertise) to reference two professional 
guidelines to justify its risk management approach, the organisation sought to add 
credibility to its activities and create the taken-for-granted perception that it was 
acting legitimately (Suchman, 1995), and therefore legitimise its approach to risk 
management.  
 
Another example that illustrates an organisation’s use of a professional guideline in 
order to enhance its credibility and the taken-for-granted perception that it was acting 
legitimately was noted in relation to CG.Org 6’s referral to the LBG. Here the 
organisation warranted, “Putting a dollar measurement on the benefit of our support 
for communities is an inexact science”. To strengthen its measurement therefore, the 
organisation warranted that “the London Benchmarking Group has assessed [CG.Org 
6]’s total community contributions, both direct and facilitated with our support, at 
$45 million for the last financial year”. By warranting its claims in relation to an 
established and credible guideline, the organisation created the perception that this 
figure was accurate. This is also evidenced later on in the report, whereby CG.Org 6 
stated “The data collection and reporting of our community contribution and support 
has again been conducted primarily using the London Benchmark Group (LBG) 
methodology”. The organisation also highlighted that this is an “international 
framework” to further legitimise its use of this professional guideline.  
 
The energy organisations also used this tactic. For example, when referring to its 
health, safety and environmental management system, E.Org 7 drew on logos 
(claims, and warrants and justifications) and ethos (expertise) to state that its policy 
was “based on the recognised standards AS/NZS/ISO 14001 (Environmental 
Management Systems) and AS/NZS 4801 (Occupational Health and Safety 
Systems)”. E.Org 8 also used this tactic in relation to its communication on health 
and safety, whereby it claimed that its health and safety management system 
“consists of 20 standards which are consistent with industry recognised standards 
including ISO 14001, OHSAS 18001 and AS 4801 and was designed to meet the 
company’s legal obligations regarding HSE”. In this instance, while the organisation 
subtly indicated that it had adopted these guidelines, it failed to highlight in its report 
how it was specifically meeting the criteria of these guidelines. Instead, it 
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emphasised that these were “industry recognised standards”, which may lead to the 
taken-for-granted assumption (Suchman, 1995) that its own policy must therefore be 
in line with legitimate norms. 
 
E.Org 7 and E.Org 9 also drew on reputable guidelines to create the perception that 
their performance in relation to risk management was legitimate, without necessarily 
providing evidence of how they were legitimate. E.Org 7 for example, warranted that 
it “has an integrated approach to Enterprise Risk Management (ERM) which is 
consistent with the Australian Standard for Risk Management AS/NZS/ISO 31000, 
the COSO Framework and ASX Corporate Governance Principles”. Similarly, E.Org 
9 stated: 
[E.Org 9] recognises that effective risk management and compliance 
frameworks are necessary in meeting the expectations of our shareholders, the 
community and other stakeholders… To effect its commitment to risk 
management and compliance, [E.Org 9] has established policies on these and 
other areas (e.g. Health and Safety and Environment), implemented a risk 
management framework based on the Joint Australia/New Zealand Risk 
Management Standard: AS/NZS ISO 31000:2009, and a compliance program 
based on the Australian Compliance Standard AS 3806:2006. In developing 
these frameworks, elements and attributes of the Committee of Sponsoring 
Organisations Internal Control Framework and Enterprise Risk Management 
Framework have also been referenced and drawn on where appropriate. 
Here E.Org 9 sought to position itself as acting morally, whereby it justified that the 
activity was done in order to meet “the expectations of shareholders, the community 
and other stakeholders”, but also inferred cognitive legitimacy by referencing a 
number of professional guidelines to create the perception that its risk management 
practices were in line with standardised norms. 
 
Another tactic used by the organisations to infer cognitive legitimacy – in the sense 
that the organisations used language to create the perception that they were 
legitimate, and avoid closer inspection – was to highlight that it has used 
professional bodies or guidelines to assure the accuracy of the content they were 
reporting. For example, B.Org 1 stated that it had used the “AA1000 Accountability 
Principles Standard (AA1000APS – 2008) in the preparation of our 2010 reporting” 
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and that “Corporate Citizenship has provided an external assurance statement in 
keeping with the International Standard on Assurance Engagements (ISAE 3000) and 
the Accountability Assurance Standard (AA1000AS – 2008)”. Here the organisation 
drew on logos, whereby it merely stated the relevant assurance guidelines. In doing 
so, however, B.Org 1 also subtly implied that the report was aligned with an 
established and legitimate guideline and that, given it was assured by a reputable 
organisation, it therefore must be accurate.  
 
B.Org 2, CG.Org 6 and E.Org 7, for example, also used this tactic in relation to their 
alignment with the GRI. More specifically, B.Org 2 stated that it “continue[s] to use 
the Global Reporting Initiative G3 and Financial Services Sector Supplement as our 
core reporting framework reporting at an A+ level”, highlighting that “This 
information has been assured using the AA1000 and ISAE3000 assurance 
standards”. Similarly, CG.Org 6 warranted that “Assessors from Net Balance carried 
out an independent assurance engagement on this report using the AA 1000 
AccountAbility Principles 2008 and the elements of the Global Reporting Initiative 
(GRI)”.  
 
E.Org 7 also clearly highlighted in its report that it had “engaged Net Balance 
Management Group Pty Ltd (Net Balance) to complete a third-party GRI 
‘Application Level’ assessment of the report” and that “ Net Balance agreed… that 
the report meets the requirements of an ‘A+’ Application Level”. In doing so, the 
organisation drew on a third party with expertise to signal the legitimacy of their 
reports, whereby the assurance was done to ensure, as E.Org 7 stated, the “accuracy 
and quality of disclosed sustainability performance information”. Having an 
independent, third party assess and rate, or in other words inspect and evaluate, the 
accuracy and quality of their reports implies that the organisation is legitimate, and 
voids the need for closer inspection. This is further exemplified by the fact that the 
assurance was conducted in line with reputable guidelines, whereby the assurance 
statement included in the report stated:  
The assurance was undertaken in accordance with the AA1000 2008 Assurance 
Standard (AA1000AS). The standard provides a comprehensive way of ensuring 
an organisation is responsible for its management, performance and reporting 
on sustainability issues. This is achieved by evaluating the organisation’s 
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adherence to the AA1000 AccountAbility Principles (2008) and by reviewing the 
accuracy and quality of disclosed sustainability performance information. 
 
A number of the organisations also highlighted that they sought to legitimise 
activities stemming from regulative pressures by using assurance from a third party 
to verify the information they had presented about emissions. B.Org 3, for example, 
clearly stated that “KPMG conducted reasonable assurance over our National 
Greenhouse and Energy Reporting Act (NGER) submission and limited assurance 
over specified greenhouse gas emissions and offset data for the purpose of [B.Org 3] 
assessing its carbon neutrality”. In doing so, the organisation used logos (claim, 
citations to third party), and to an extent ethos (expertise), to signal that it abided by 
the legislation, and to create the perception that it was acting legitimately without the 
need for closer inspection. Similarly, E.Org 7 also noted that it had received 
assurance on its environmental data that it had reported as a requirement of the 
NGER, which could lead to the taken-for-granted assumption (Suchman, 1995) that 
the organisation was accurately portraying the data. What was interesting to note 
here is that, while the organisation had acknowledged that this data was presented as 
a requirement of a regulative pressure, it emphasised that this data was prepared in 
line with its ‘interpretation’ of the Act. In effect, the organisation referenced it had 
engaged in assurance to create the perception that the data was correct and, in doing 
so, further enhanced the credibility of its claims and sought to negate the need for 
further inspection. Further reading of the external assurance statement highlighted, 
however, that E.Org 7’s “process for collecting and reporting environmental data was 
not efficient”, which in turn “limited its effectiveness and resulted in errors”. Given 
this, it appears that the organisation strategically highlighted the assurance it had 
conducted in the body of its report to create the taken-for-granted perception 
(Suchman, 1995) that it had aligned itself with this regulative pressure and that it was 
legitimate (cognitive legitimacy), when in fact, it failed to pragmatically meet the 
criteria of this pressure. 
 
Another strategy used by the organisations to create the perception that their 
activities were legitimate, and in effect potentially negate the need for closer 
inspection, included highlighting that it had won awards. For example, to strengthen 
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the perception that its report was legitimate, E.Org 9 highlighted that its report had 
been “highly commended by the Energy Supply Association of Australia (esaa) 
Sustainable Practice Framework Awards and maintained Silver benchmarking 
standard in the Australian Reporting Awards”. Another example was noted in 
relation to the organisation’s discussion on its customer service performance, 
whereby the organisation drew on logos and ethos to write: 
Despite providing electricity services to a third of all Queensland electricity 
customers, only 3% of the complaints managed by the Energy Ombudsman 
Queensland were escalated by our customers. This pleasing result is in line with 
a commitment to listen to our customers and ensure that their concerns are 
resolved internally within [E.Org 9], without the need for them to seek external 
assistance. An external audit of our Complaints Management processes and 
procedures in March 2010 also recognised the success our customer service 
teams are having with the early identification of high risk complaints and the 
level of excellence in tracking and resolving complaints. The audit also ranked 
[E.Org 9] highly in conformance to the International Standards on Complaints 
Handling (AS ISO 10002). 
As the above quote illustrates, the organisation outlined its performance by drawing 
on self-promotion to highlight its “pleasing results”. By highlighting that its 
“processes had been audited” by a third party, the organisation added credibility to 
its statement and further enhanced the perception that its results, and in turn the 
claims made in the reports, were acceptable. This was also emphasised by the use of 
expertise to highlight that its performance was “ranked highly” against an established 
norm. This latter strategy was also used by the organisation to highlight its health and 
safety performance, whereby it stated: 
[E.Org 9] is proud of its underlying safety management systems and this has 
again been reflected in 2009/10 by us retaining both the mandatory certification 
from the Electrical Safety Office and the certification to AS/NZS 4801 
Occupational Health and Safety Management systems. 
 
This strategy of highlighting external assurance to create the taken-for-granted 
perception that the organisation was legitimate and potentially avoid closer 
inspection was used across all nine organisations to infer cognitive legitimacy. Other 
examples include E.Org 7, who claimed that its “sustainability performance has been 
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recognised domestically and internationally by independent experts” and highlighted 
that this included being listed on the DJSI and the FTSE4Good. B.Org 1 highlighted 
that it was “assessed [to be] the leading bank globally by the Dow Jones 
Sustainability Index for the fourth consecutive year”. In doing so, the organisation 
drew on logos (specifically claims) as well as ethos (expertise and consistency) to 
assist in building its credibility. B.Org 2 also drew on both logos and ethos appeals to 
add credibility to its supply chain management policy by highlighting that its 
“sustainable supply chain practices were again top-rated for the financial services 
sector by the Dow Jones Sustainability Index”. A number of the organisations also 
explained the entry requirements of these indexes to further enhance their legitimacy. 
For example, CG.Org 6 stated: 
We are one of 20 Australian companies selected for inclusion in the Dow Jones 
Sustainability World Index for 2010 (as at 20 September 2010). The Index 
includes the top 10 per cent of the 2,500 biggest companies in the Dow Jones 
World Index in terms of corporate sustainability after assessment against 
economic, environmental and social criteria. We were also one of 30 Australian 
companies selected for inclusion in the Dow Jones Sustainability World Indexes 
for the Asia Pacific region (DJSI World – Asia Pacific). 
By emphasising that it was one of only 20 companies included on this reputable 
index, the organisation created the perception that its report must therefore be 
legitimate, and potentially negate the need for closer inspection (Suchman, 1995), 
both of which infer cognitive legitimacy. 
 
Evidence that infers pragmatic legitimacy 
While the above examples highlight how the organisations referenced professional 
pressures in a bid to infer cognitive legitimacy, the data also highlight that the 
organisations often used their reports to demonstrate how they were pragmatically 
meeting the criteria of professional guidelines. The following examples provide 
evidence of this finding. 
 
Overall, CG.Org 5 and E.Org 7 were the most overt about demonstrating how they 
were pragmatically meeting the requirements of professional pressures. CG.Org 5 
for example, explicitly signalled how it had met the requirements of the GRI by 
including an index at the back of its report, which contained a “summary of all of the 
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[GRI] indicators and where we have reports against them”. This index, which 
spanned two pages of its report, clearly indicated which sections of its report 
addressed the relevant indicator of the guidelines. For example, one of the GRI 
indicators (EN1) asks organisations to report on materials used by weight or volume. 
As CG.Org 5 indicated in this index, this information could be found on pages 53-54 
and 57 of its CSR report. Similarly, E.Org 7 also provided a 12-page table at the back 
of its report to show how the report correlated with the GRI indicators. Both 
organisations drew primarily on logos (claims, data, and evidence and examples) to 
demonstrate how they were pragmatically meeting the criteria of this professional 
guideline. These same logos appeals were also noted when CG.Org 5 pragmatically 
indicated compliance with the UNGC, whereby it provided a table spanning two 
pages showing how the organisation is “fulfilling the principles of the UNGC”. 
E.Org 7 also provided a table demonstrating how its report pragmatically addressed 
the esaa’s Sustainable Practice Framework.  
 
For the other organisations, particularly the banks, this notion of pragmatically 
indicating compliance tended to be more subtle. For example, while it did not 
provide an index in its report showing how the relevant sections correlated to the 
GRI indicators, CG.Org 6 stated that it “sought from Net Balance an assessment of 
this report against the disclosures contained in the GRI – we have been assessed at 
the level of ‘B+’”. In doing so, the organisation suggested, albeit subtly, that it was 
pragmatically meeting most of the criteria of this professional guideline. Similarly, in 
its additional CSR reports, B.Org 3 provided a GRI reference underneath information 
pertaining to the relevant indicator. For example, underneath a table outlining the 
bank’s “rural coverage in Australia”, the bank included the following “GRI 
reference: FS13 – Access points in low-populated or economically disadvantaged 
areas by type”. While these organisations often failed to specifically indicate that the 
activity was shaped by a professional pressure, they did, albeit subtly, pragmatically 
indicate how they had met the requirements of the relevant pressure. 
 
Evidence that infers moral legitimacy 
The data also revealed that the organisations often strategically communicated about 
professional guidelines in an attempt to engineer moral legitimacy. For example, 
B.Org 2 often drew on professional guidelines to distinguish itself from its 
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competitors, as well as to highlight its commitment to sustainability and its expertise. 
To illustrate this point, in relation to its discussion on environmental 
risk/management the organisation stated, “Importantly, we consider all our project 
finance deals against the Equator Principles, to which we were a foundation 
signatory”. While it was not necessary to do so, the organisation strategically 
mentioned that it was a foundation signatory, which is an ethos appeal to expertise, 
as well as being an appeal to self-promotion. In doing so, the organisation attempted 
to establish itself as a moral organisation by promoting social welfare (Suchman, 
1995) and its commitment to sustainability. This strategy of using a professional 
guideline to establish moral legitimacy and distinguish the organisation from its 
competitors was a strategy used by all nine organisations. B.Org 3, as another 
example, used this strategy when discussing its emissions, whereby it drew heavily 
on ethos (self-promotion, expertise), as well as logos (claims), to claim, “In 
September 2010, we became the first Australian bank to be carbon neutral, a target 
we had set in 2007”. 
 
Moral legitimacy can also be inferred by the fact that a number of the organisations 
also tried to position themselves as acting ‘morally’ and in the best interests of their 
stakeholders by ‘voluntarily’ adopting professional guidelines, as was noted earlier 
in this section. For example, in its discussion on environmental risk management, 
B.Org 3 drew heavily on ethos, as well as logos, stating: “Being a responsible lender 
also means recognising our broader responsibility to society by taking a considered 
approach to the projects we finance. [B.Org 3] signed the Equator Principles in 2007, 
which commit us to a voluntary set of standards for determining, assessing and 
managing social and environmental risk in project financing”. Here it should be 
noted that the organisation used the Equator Principles as a premise to outline it own 
policies, whereby it went on to state: 
This year, Wholesale Banking established a formal reputation risk review 
process for discussing reputation and ethical issues. Environmental and social 
risk is embedded in our credit risk policies, which prevent lending through 
normal processes to specific industries (including nuclear, pornography, arms 
dealers, testing on animals) and other industries with which our Group, for 
ethical reasons, may not wish to be associated. 
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 In doing so, the organisation also used an established, third party guideline to give 
credibility and enhance the legitimacy of its own policy, which is an appeal to 
cognitive legitimacy in that the organisation sought to create the perception that it 
was acting legitimately and negate the need for closer inspection (Suchman, 1995).  
 
Another strategy used to seek moral legitimacy was to suggest that the organisation 
would consult stakeholders to determine whether or not to align itself with a 
professional guideline. For example, B.Org 3 sought to position itself as acting 
morally in relation to an issue that was somewhat contentious for the banking 
industry. Rather than simply stating that the organisation was considering adopting 
the UNPRI, the organisation stated, “During 2011, we will be meeting with relevant 
stakeholders to consider the relevance to our businesses of the UN Principles for 
Responsible Investment”.  
 
Lastly, as was noted earlier, and as a number of the examples have illustrated, 
organisations would often communicate in a way that inferred multiple types of 
legitimacy in relation to professional pressures. The following example from CG.Org 
5 clearly illustrates this point. 
 
CG.Org 5 dedicated a section of its report to outlining its “approach to corporate 
responsibility and sustainability”. This included a sub-section entitled “Transparency 
and Reporting”, whereby the organisation drew heavily on logos and ethos to state: 
[CG.Org 5] is committed to ensuring that our Company policies and practices 
meet the highest levels of disclosure and compliance. We are mindful of many 
requests made for disclosure – all requiring the same information in different 
forms – and the impact this has on business resources. We believe in 
convergence of all non-financial reporting initiatives that is more efficient for 
businesses and less confusing for stakeholders who are trying to benchmark and 
compare performance. [CG.Org 5] uses the globally recognised reporting 
framework developed by the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI). The GRI 
reporting framework sets out the principles and indicators that organisations 
can use to measure and report their economic, environmental, and social 
performance. [CG.Org 5] is proud that our past two Corporate Responsibility 
Reports, including this one, have achieved an A+ rating...[CG.Org 5] also 
reports to the Carbon Disclosure Project (CDP). CDP is an investor driven 
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disclosure initiative launched in 2000 to accelerate solutions to climate change 
by putting relevant information at the heart of business, policy and investment 
decisions. We have reported to CDP since 2007. [CG.Org 5] has been 
recognised for its transparency and disclosure by two external organisations 
during the year: In August 2009, our 2008 Corporate Responsibility report won 
the best report in the retail sector at the Association of Chartered Certified 
Accountants (ACCA) Australia and New Zealand sustainability reporting 
awards [and] [i]n 2009, [CG.Org 5] was one of only seven Australian 
companies, and the only Australian retailer, listed in the Carbon Disclosure 
Global Leadership Index. 
Here it should be noted that in relation to the GRI, the organisation also stated, “This 
report has been externally assured and meets the highest level of disclosure in 
accordance with the guidelines of the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI)”.  
 
The example highlights that the organisation drew on ethos and logos in an attempt 
to illustrate that it was acting both as a ‘moral’ organisation, but also that it was 
pragmatically meeting the criteria of these professional guidelines. More specifically, 
by drawing on ethos appeals (such as inclination to succeed, consistency, expertise, 
and self-promotion), the organisation gave the indication that it is acting in the best 
interests of its shareholders and other stakeholders, for example, “[CG.Org 5] is  
committed to ensuring that our Company policies and practices meet the highest 
levels of disclosure and compliance”. In turn, this suggests moral legitimacy 
(Suchman, 1995). On the other hand, by using logos appeals such as claims, and 
evidence and examples, the organisation also indicated that it was pragmatically 
meeting the requirements of these guidelines (Suchman, 1995). This infers pragmatic 
legitimacy. By using the strategies that they have ‘won awards’  and that its reports 
have been ‘assured by external parties’ the organisation also created the perception 
that it was acting in line with these established norms. In doing so, this may actually 
negate the need for closer inspection, which in turn, suggests cognitive legitimacy 
(Suchman, 1995). Here it should be noted that the organisation also sought to further 
enhance the credibility of its assurance by not only stating that it was undertaken in 
accordance with a reputable guideline (that being the AA1000AS and the 
AA1000APS), but by also including an independent assurance statement from the 
assurance provider at the back of its report. Once again, this may also lead to the 
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taken-for-granted assumption (Suchman, 1995) that the organisation was acting 
legitimately, and therefore implies cognitive legitimacy. 
 
5.4.2 Summary 
In summary, this section has highlighted that: 
 The organisations largely failed to justify that an activity was performed 
because of a professional pressure. 
 When justifying an activity as stemming from a professional pressure, logos 
was predominately used, with some ethos. 
 While the organisations often failed to justify that the activity had been 
performed as a result of a professional guideline (of the three institutional 
pressures, this was the least used in terms of justification strategies), the data 
suggest that they were considerably more overt in the manner in which they 
communicated about professional guidelines than legislation and regulations: 
o the data suggest that the organisations tended to emphasise the 
voluntary nature of adopting these guidelines in a bid to infer moral 
legitimacy. 
 The data indicate that the organisations sought pragmatic, moral, and/or 
cognitive legitimacy by utilising logos and/or ethos appeals in relation to 
professional pressures. 
 The organisations would typically draw on a combination of rhetorical 
appeals in order to rationalise and justify their activities. The data suggest: 
o only logos appeals were used where pragmatic legitimacy was the 
primary type of legitimacy sought by the organisation when it had 
justified an activity in relation to a professional pressure; and 
o ethos was typically used in conjunction with logos appeals when the 
organisation sought to pursue moral and/or cognitive legitimacy in 
relation to activities that were shaped by professional pressures. 
 The data indicate that, more often than not, professional pressures were 
strategically referenced in a way in which to seek cognitive legitimacy. This 
supports the idea noted in Chapter Four that the actual act of referencing a 
professional guideline may imply cognitive legitimacy. The organisations 
drew on a number of tactics to infer cognitive legitimacy, in particular they: 
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o referenced professional guidelines to create the perception that their 
own policies, or they way in which they performed an activity, were 
legitimate; 
o referenced professional guidelines to highlight that their reports had 
been assured against reputable guidelines/by a reputable third party; 
and/or  
o signalled that they had won awards from professional bodies. 
 
5.5 Public/mimetic pressures 
In relation to the use of public/mimetic sources to rationalise and justify an activity, 
as was noted earlier in this chapter, five justification strategies were coded: the use of 
customers, the community, employees, investors, and/or stakeholders in general. 
Collectively, these were the most utilised strategies (203 of 759 instances), with the 
organisations typically referencing multiple stakeholders in relation to the same 
activity. Individually, however, these were some of the least utilised strategies 
(ranging from 63 instances to only 25 instances). Considering the instances whereby 
the organisations justified an activity as stemming from a public/mimetic source, 
however, revealed insights into the rhetorical devices used to seek legitimacy in 
relation to public/mimetic sources.  
 
The following table highlights the rhetorical devices and specific appeals used by 
each of the organisations when they justified that a public/mimetic pressure 
underpinned an activity. More specifically, the table shows the units of text coded to 
each rhetorical appeal, and rhetorical device overall. As the table highlights, across 
the nine organisations, logos was the rhetorical device most utilised, followed by 
ethos. As the table also shows, pathos was also used in relation to activities justified 
as stemming from public/mimetic sources. 
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Table 5.6 Rhetorical devices used in relation to public/mimetic pressures 
 
B.Org  
1 
B.Org  
2 
B.Org 
 3 
CG.Org 
4 
CG.Org 
5 
CG.Org 
6 
E.Org 
7 
E.Org 
8 
E.Org 
9 
Total 
Ethos 27 34 62 27 67 18 55 67 106 463 
Consistency 4 5 3 4 3 2 4 6 12 43 
Deference 1 1 10 1 13 0 11 2 13 52 
Expertise 0 5 4 1 7 0 6 5 9 37 
Inclination to 
succeed 
12 4 10 10 22 7 21 24 17 127 
Ingratiation, 
self-promotion 
2 6 11 7 4 2 5 20 12 69 
Self-criticism 1 1 1 2 4 1 1 4 4 19 
Similitude 7 12 23 2 14 6 7 6 39 116 
Logos 54 70 120 36 118 38 194 145 116 891 
Argumentation 4 0 10 1 10 2 7 9 16 59 
Citations from 
third party 
0 0 4 0 0 0 0 1 0 5 
Claims 23 32 50 15 46 16 93 67 65 407 
Data 1 3 5 0 3 1 3 7 2 25 
Evidence or 
examples 
12 24 34 8 39 3 12 21 25 178 
Logic 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 2 
Warrants and 
justifications 
14 11 17 12 20 15 79 39 8 215 
Pathos 2 11 22 0 8 4 14 32 30 123 
Emotive 
appeals 
1 5 5 0 3 1 12 15 8 50 
Figurative 
speech 
1 1 8 0 2 3 2 8 13 38 
Narrative 
speech 
0 5 9 0 3 0 0 9 9 35 
 
As the table shows, of the logos appeals, claims were the most utilised appeal, 
followed by warrants and justifications, then evidence and examples. The highest use 
of arguments (a logos appeal) was also noted in relation to public/mimetic pressures 
(in comparison to its use in relation to regulatory and professional pressures).  
 
Of the ethos appeals, inclination to succeed was the most utilised appeal, followed 
closely by similitude, then ingratiation/self-promotion. Considerably higher uses of 
inclination to succeed appeals and similitude appeals were noted in relation to 
activities justified as stemming from public/mimetic pressures than in relation to 
those from regulative and professional pressures. It was interesting to note that lower 
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levels of expertise were used in relation to activities justified as stemming from this 
pressure than those in relation to regulative pressures and professional pressures, and 
that, in effect, higher levels of self-criticism were noted in relation to activities 
justified as stemming from regulative pressures than public/mimetic pressures. 
 
As was noted in the previous sections, pathos was not used in relation to activities 
justified as stemming from regulative and professional pressures, though as the table 
indicates, it was used in relation to activities justified as stemming from 
public/mimetic pressures. The energy companies tended to utilise this rhetorical 
device more so than the other industries, with the data highlighting that pathos was 
used to the least extent overall in the consumer goods industry. Collectively across 
the nine organisations, emotive appeals were the most utilised pathos appeal.  
 
The table suggests considerably higher uses of all three types of rhetoric than those 
noted in relation to regulative and professional pressures. The primary reason for this 
was that the organisations tended to use multiple appeals simultaneously from across 
the three rhetorical devices. Furthermore, the data also suggested that ethos appeals 
were never used without logos appeals, and that pathos appeals were never used 
without ethos and logos appeals.   
 
Overall, however, the data highlighted that the organisations largely failed to justify 
that an activity was performed because of a public/mimetic pressure. This point can 
be illustrated using B.Org 1 as an example. As previously noted, the industry 
analysis for this organisation (as presented in Chapter Four) highlighted eight issues 
relevant to the banking industry, with all but one of these (freedom of 
association/union) being addressed by B.Org 1 within its report. The media analysis, 
on the other hand, highlighted 17 issues as being relevant to the banking industry, 
with 14 of these addressed by B.Org 1 (anti-competitive behaviour etc., 
marketing/advertising/labelling, and contribute to the development of policy were 
not discussed). While the organisation did discuss most of the issues identified as 
being shaped by public/mimetic pressures within its report, closer inspection of the 
justification strategies used by the organisation showed that it often failed to reveal 
the intrinsic motivations behind a number of these activities. Instead, the organisation 
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largely resorted to offering no justification or referring to an organisational policy 
when outlining why they were performing that activity that was shaped by 
public/mimetic pressures. 
 
This is also interesting given the fact that a number of the organisations devoted 
considerable amounts of their reports to outlining how they engaged with their 
stakeholders. More specifically, as the coverage of activities shows (Appendix D), 
this activity was in the top five activities discussed by seven of the nine 
organisations. However, the data highlights that while the organisations may have 
made claims that they engaged with their stakeholders, or justified that an activity 
was underpinned by public/mimetic sources, this did not always align with the issues 
identified through the analysis of public/mimetic pressures (as outlined in Chapter 
Four).  
 
For example, B.Org 1 signalled that it engaged with its stakeholders numerous times 
throughout its report, as well as suggesting that it was responsive to issues affecting 
the banking industry. For example, the organisation claimed that it sets public 
targets/priorities each year that respond “to the most important issues and 
opportunities for our industry”. B.Org 1 then went on to say that these targets were 
developed in “consultation with more than 600 people across our region including 
staff, customers, community groups, government and regulators”. This infers moral 
legitimacy, in that the organisation was actively responding to issues that were of 
concern to its stakeholders. The organisation then proceeded to outline its priorities 
for 2010, which were illustrated under three headings: thriving communities (helping 
bridge urban and rural divides and financial capability); individual prosperity 
(education and employment opportunities, and financial capability); and responsible 
growth (responsible practices and urban sustainability). By doing so, cognitive 
legitimacy could also be inferred, whereby by signalling that these are the “most 
important issues”, people could assume that this is the case without actually 
questioning whether these are in fact the key issues, or whether the stakeholder 
engagement process was conducted legitimately.   
 
While these were issues identified through the analysis of media coverage and the 
industry overviews, they did not necessarily align with the ‘key’ issues identified 
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through the media, whereby fees and charges, competition, and environmental 
risk/management were the key issues. Nor did these issues necessarily align with the 
level of attention given to these topics within B.Org 1’s report. For example, while 
community investment and financial literacy where included in the top five activities 
discussed by the organisation within its report, environmental risk/management, 
training and career development, and ESG framework were given less attention in 
comparison (see the coverage of activities shown in Appendix D). This raises the 
question whether engaging with stakeholders was more of a symbolic process for the 
organisation, given there is an increasing expectation that the organisations consult 
with their stakeholders. Furthermore, it was interesting to note that the organisation 
failed to highlight that the actual act of engaging with stakeholders, and therefore 
responding to public/mimetic pressures, is a requirement of a number of professional 
guidelines to which the organisation subscribes. This idea is discussed in more detail 
in the following chapter.  
 
5.5.1 Discussion and inferences in relation to legitimacy 
By considering issues noted as being shaped by public/mimetic pressures as 
identified in Chapter Four, and specific instances where the organisations explicitly 
justified that an activity was performed as a result the public or their competitors, the 
data highlight that the organisations predominately used communication in these 
situations to seek moral legitimacy. In fact, the data highlight that the organisations 
often strategically avoided issues that were particularly contentious, or instead sought 
to position themselves as acting in the best interests of their stakeholders. It is worth 
noting that while the findings suggest that moral legitimacy was predominately 
sought in relation to activities justified as and/or stemming from public/mimetic 
pressures, instances inferring cognitive legitimacy were also noted. The following 
section provides indicative quotes to highlight these findings. 
 
Evidence that infers moral legitimacy 
An example that illustrates how organisations would strategically avoid particularly 
contentious issues, and/or used language to position themselves as acting in the best 
interests of their stakeholders was noted in relation to the banking industry. 
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Fees and charges were a particularly topical issue in relation to the banking industry, 
with a high level of media attention around this issue in the lead up to the reporting 
period. It was also noted as a key issue in the industry analysis for the banking 
industry. Considering the high level of attention given to this issue, however, B.Org 
1 only briefly mentioned it, and in fact had the lowest coverage of the three banks in 
relation to this issue. Interestingly, the bank failed to discuss its interest rates, and 
only briefly drew on logos to claim that it had “removed or reduced 27 fees, 
delivering annualised benefits to customers of around $180 million”. This was the 
only discussion it had in relation to fees and charges. Interestingly, further research 
revealed that B.Org 1 has since faced class action in the High Court of Australia in 
relation to its fees, and given the high level of criticism it received in relation to this 
issue, it is likely the organisation sought to avoid this issue and attempted instead to 
promote itself instead as a moral organisation. 
 
Similarly, B.Org 2 only mentioned the notion of fees and charges (focusing 
specifically on interest rates) once within its report. Unlike B.Org 1, however, B.Org 
2 drew on all three rhetorical devices to justify why it had raised its interest rates, in 
a section titled “Making the tough decisions for a sustainable future”: 
While the Global Financial Crisis (GFC) may have passed, an ongoing impact 
is that the cost of the money we lend to our customers continues to be high. This 
has put pressure on our financial performance and heightened public attention 
around interest rates. In December, we made the difficult decision to raise our 
standard variable home loan rate above the Reserve Bank of Australia increase. 
We made this decision in response to the higher cost of funds we faced as a 
result of the GFC. As we’ve seen this year, the increased cost of these funds has 
reduced our margins significantly in Retail & Business Banking.  
Here the organisation used emotive language (pathos) to emphasise the ‘tough’ and 
‘difficult’ decision it had to make and, in turn, give the appearance that the 
organisation had a ‘heart’. In turn, this would infer moral legitimacy, in that the 
organisation communicated in a manner that sought to highlight how it promotes 
social welfare (Suchman, 1995).  
 
The organisation then used its discussion on interest rates to segue into its initiatives 
in relation to financial hardship, stating, “During these challenging times, our 
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bankers provided advice and expertise to our customers who needed extra support”. 
It then went on to highlight that the program, which “Launched in November 2007”, 
has “supported over 27,000 customers experiencing financial hardship during the 
financial year, including loan extensions and repayment breaks”. The placement of 
its discussion on interest rates within its report was also interesting, whereby B.Org 2 
situated it on the same page as topics such as “Supporting entrepreneurs through 
micro-finance”, “Listening to our customers”, “Supporting the local community”, 
and “Supporting rural and regional Australia”. It does appear that the organisation 
was strategically communicating in a manner that emphasised the positive things in 
was doing for its customers, possibly in a bid to counteract the negative attention it 
was receiving in relation to the interest rates. It is also worth reiterating here that two 
members of B.Org 2’s Community Consultative Council (CCC) resigned as a result 
of the bank increasing its interest rate by double the amount of the Reserve Bank’s 
increase, yet B.Org 2 only stated in its report that “two members resigned from the 
Australian CCC”, without outlining why. Once again, this highlights how the 
organisations can strategically choose what to emphasise in their reports and, more 
importantly, what to neglect to mention. 
 
For B.Org 3, ethos and pathos were also heavily used in relation to its discussion on 
fees and charges. B.Org 3 argued, “As part of our fair value philosophy, we 
abolished a range of fees during the year”. It then went on to outline what it meant by 
‘fair value’, highlighting: 
Fair value is based on the philosophy that by ensuring there is a fair exchange 
of value for the products and services we provide our customers, we are laying 
the foundations for a sustainable and successful business. During the year we 
took some significant steps on this front. This included abolishing a number of 
fees on transaction and credit card accounts that aren’t sustainable, offering the 
most competitive standard variable home loan rate of the big four banks for 
more than a year, and launching the [name] advertising campaign to 
communicate what we are doing and why. We’ve also extended our Customer 
Contact Centre hours to include weekends in order to provide better access and 
service, and taken a compassionate stance for those experiencing financial 
hardship. 
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Here the organisation not only emphasised the fact that it offered the “most 
competitive standard variable home loan rate of the big four banks”, but also 
highlighted that its decision to abolish fees was based on listening to its stakeholders: 
Doing the right thing by our customers underpins [B.Org 3]’s [name of 
campaign] approach in Australia. [Name of campaign] began by listening and 
then taking meaningful action on the issues that most annoyed our customers – 
fees and charges. We know that fees and charges aren’t the only issues 
important to our customers. Each of our businesses undertakes research and 
actively seeks feedback to help us better understand how we can meet 
customers’ changing needs. We know that customers want high-quality and 
easy-to-understand products, helpful and efficient service, support through 
tough times, clear and transparent financial advice, and secure banking 
services. 
B.Org 3 also provided quotes (pathos, i.e. narrative speech) from satisfied customers 
in order to further strengthen and support its arguments. As these examples from 
B.Org 3 highlight, the organisation largely sought to position itself as acting 
‘morally’, whereby it was doing the right thing by its customers and, in effect, 
promoting social welfare (Suchman, 1995).  
 
Similar strategies of avoiding contentious issues or using them to emphasise the 
moral nature of the organisation were also noted in the consumer goods industry. 
Competition, for example, was a particularly contentious issue, and while it was 
noted through the media analysis that this has been an ongoing issue, particularly as a 
result of the ‘duopoly’ between CG.Org 5 and CG.Org 6, CG.Org 5 tried to position 
itself favourably in relation to this issue, highlighting that “competition and cost of 
living” were “issues of public interest”, and signalled that this activity stemmed from 
public/mimetic pressures. It then went on to outline its response to this public issue, 
whereby it argued that it “supports competition in the retail market”, justifying that 
“Competition helps keep prices low for customers and drives improvements in 
products and services”. It then drew on both ethos and logos to highlight that it was 
“committed to bringing downward pressure on food prices”, and went on to outline 
evidence supporting this claim.  
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This suggestion that the organisation sought to position itself favourably in relation 
to the notion of competition was evidenced in a section of CG.Org 5’s report titled 
“Our Market Share in Food Retailing”, whereby the organisation actively responded 
to ongoing criticism that it was driving independent food retailers out of business and 
was not supporting local agriculture. Here the organisation again made the claim that 
it “supports competition in the retail market” and warranted that “Competition helps 
keep prices low for customers and drives improvements in products and services”. It 
then went on to support this claim by providing evidence, in the form of data taken 
from research conducted by a reputable research organisation, which painted the 
organisation in a positive light. For example, it argued “68% of weekly spending on 
fruit and vegetables takes place outside of [CG.Org 5]” and that “100% of our fresh 
meat was sourced from Australian producers and 96.7% by weight (94.1% by value) 
of our fresh fruit and vegetables were grown in Australia”. CG.Org 6, on the other 
hand, largely neglected the notion of competition, instead focusing on its 
achievements in reducing prices. 
 
For the energy industry, the strategy of emphasising the moral nature of the 
organisation in relation to a contentious issue was noted in relation to energy prices, 
with all three using this topic to segue into their discussion on financial hardship 
programs. In these discussions on financial hardship, the three organisations drew 
heavily on ethos and pathos to emphasise their commitments to promoting and 
protecting social welfare. They also drew on strategies that inferred moral legitimacy 
by promoting that they were actively working to address financial hardship. For 
example, E.Org 7 argued that it “will continue to work with the [E.Org 7] Customer 
Council to develop policies that both governments and [E.Org 7] can implement to 
ensure all customers can access competitively priced energy as an essential service”. 
Similarly, E.Org 8 highlighted that it has “continued…to consult with community 
representatives about the performance of the program” and that it will use this 
feedback to “implement…a more proactive program to increase customers’ 
awareness of the support available”.  
 
It was interesting to note, however, that the energy organisations sought to justify 
their high energy prices and, in a sense, shift blame. E.Org 7, for example, used the 
lack of regulative policy in relation to renewable energy to justify price increases, or 
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justified that energy prices will rise as a direct result of meeting energy demand 
and/or climate change. E.Org 9 on the other hand warranted: 
The price we charge for our regulated distribution services are governed and 
approved by the AER to ensure that, as a monopoly service provider, our 
charges are reasonable and the interests of our customers are protected… The 
regulative determination will allow [E.Org 9] to invest $5.6 billion in capital 
projects and $1.9 billion in maintaining and operating the network over 2010 to 
2015. Since the release of the regulative determination, [E.Org 9] has been 
finalising its plans to meet the electricity demands of a rapidly-growing regional 
Queensland for the next five years… While we continue to question some 
elements of the outcome, we understand that affordability is a key issue for our 
customers and the scale of the investment we’re making comes at a cost. In 
response we are keen to fast track smarter ways to meet our customers’ growing 
demands for electricity, from embedding new technologies into the network to 
non-network alternatives, while also maintaining the focus on our efficiency 
programs. 
The organisation added credibility to its arguments by highlighting that a regulative 
body sets its prices, in effect shifting the blame. Furthermore, by drawing heavily on 
logos and ethos, particularly similitude, to try to justify its energy prices, E.Org 9 
created the perception that it was acting in line with its customers’ values systems 
(Suchman, 1995) and was therefore acting morally.  
 
Evidence that infers cognitive legitimacy 
As the above examples illustrate, the organisations often sought to position 
themselves as acting morally in relation to issues stemming from public/mimetic 
pressures. Overall, from the data it can be inferred that moral legitimacy was the 
predominate type of legitimacy sought in relation to this pressure. In saying that, 
there was also evidence that alluded to cognitive legitimacy in relation to 
public/mimetic pressures, as mentioned earlier in this section. 
 
Another example that infers both cognitive and moral legitimacy was B.Org 1’s 
communication in relation to its environmental management practices, and in turn 
B.Org 1’s ESG framework. Here the organisation drew heavily on ethos, as well as 
logos and pathos, to state that: 
Chapter Five – Findings: Rhetoric 
159 
 
Our shareholders, customers and non-government organisations are 
increasingly interested in [B.Org 1]’s approach to managing social and 
environmental issues related to large corporate clients and projects. We have 
clear policies in place to guide our involvement in sensitive sectors, such as 
energy, mining and defence, and we consult regularly with interested parties in 
order to better understand their concerns. For example, a respected Australian 
faith-based organisation approached us concerned about our involvement with a 
hydroelectric project in the Mekong region and its potential to adversely impact 
local people, communities and the environment. [B.Org 1] has supported this 
project over time recognising it will deliver much needed and secure electricity 
supplies to a developing nation. Properly managed from a social and 
environmental perspective, the project will also improve the lives of local 
communities through the availability of better health, transport and educational 
infrastructure, and improved household and community income levels. Our 
client, with our support, provided a key representative from the community 
organisation with the opportunity to see first hand [sic] how the project sponsor 
was managing the issues, working with local people, and seeking to make a 
positive contribution to the economic and social development of the impacted 
communities. Through the visit, both parties were able to share perspectives on 
the positive and negative aspects of the project and discuss details of remedial 
strategies in place to respond to key issues regarding the social and 
environmental impacts (B.Org 1). 
 
By communicating about this example and highlighting that it addressed the 
concerns of its stakeholders and that they are in turn satisfied with the process, B.Org 
1 attempted to strengthen its credibility and indicate that it was responsive to the 
concerns of its stakeholders, thereby inferring moral legitimacy. This notion is 
supported by Aristotle (trans. 2007), who suggested that an invitation to dialogue 
might be seen as an expression of goodwill for the audience – a classical rhetorical 
strategy to strengthen credibility. However, the organisation drew on a number of 
strategies here to create the perception that it was acting legitimately and, in effect, 
allude to cognitive legitimacy. For example, B.Org 1 highlighted that it engaged with 
its stakeholders and, by strategically communicating that this concerned stakeholder 
was supportive of the organisation, sought to create the taken-for-granted assumption 
that it was acting legitimately, and negate the need for other stakeholders to question 
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the organisation’s performance in relation to this issue. This was a common tactic 
used across the nine organisations to allude to cognitive legitimacy. Similarly, the 
organisation also warranted that it had “clear policies in place”, a tactic used by all 
the organisations to create the perception that they were acting legitimately. B.Org 1 
also sought to strengthen it arguments and, in turn, the perception of legitimacy, 
whereby it also referenced a professional guideline later in its discussion.   
 
Another strategy that was used by the organisations to create the perception of 
cognitive legitimacy in relation to public/mimetic pressures was to highlight that its 
stakeholder engagement processes had been assured by an external third party. For 
example, B.Org 2 highlighted that “We prioritise issues according to the impact on 
our stakeholders, our business operations and financial outcomes. This is reviewed 
internally and by the Board Sustainability Committee, then reviewed by our assurers, 
KPMG”. In doing so, this creates the assumption – or taken-for-granted expectation 
– that the process is legitimate and possibly negates the need for closer inspection, 
both of which infer cognitive legitimacy.  
 
Finally, while this discussion has highlighted that the organisations’ communication 
implied moral and cognitive legitimacy, it is worth noting that the organisations’ 
communication also gave clues as to why the organisations responded to 
public/mimetic concerns. B.Org 2, for example, highlighted that the actual act of 
engaging with stakeholders is done in order to pragmatically meet professional 
guidelines. More specifically, B.Org 2 highlighted that its “application of the 
AA1000 Principles of inclusivity, materiality and responsiveness have helped us 
identify issues that matter to the long-term prosperity of our customers, our people 
and our communities and, in line with our vision, focus our sustainability strategy on 
leading on these issues”. Similarly, CG.Org 6 also alluded to the somewhat 
pragmatic nature of engaging with stakeholders, thereby responding to 
public/mimetic pressures, stating, “as part of the external assurance process for this 
report, we understand the AA1000 Standard 2008 requires certain formalisation of 
these processes [interactions with stakeholders], including the mapping of 
stakeholders”.  
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The fact that there is a taken-for-granted expectation that organisations engage with 
stakeholders was also evidenced throughout the data, and in turn, highlighted that the 
actual act of responding to public/mimetic pressures suggests cognitive legitimacy. 
This is exemplified in the following quote from CG.Org 6, who warranted: 
That commitment remains as strong today as it was a quarter of a century ago, 
but contemporary society also demands that the modern corporation is more 
than just an economic entity. It must also be a contributor to society generally 
and with a particular responsibility to the communities in which it operates. 
 
These findings support those stated in Chapter Four, whereby the actual act of 
responding to public/mimetic pressure may be done in order to achieve pragmatic 
and/or cognitive legitimacy. 
 
5.5.2 Summary 
To conclude this section, the data highlight that: 
 When justifying an activity as stemming from a public/mimetic pressure, 
logos, ethos, and pathos were used. 
 The organisations largely failed to justify that an activity was shaped by a 
public/mimetic pressure, though of the three institutional pressures, they were 
more likely to justify an activity in relation to public/mimetic pressures than 
regulative or professional pressures. 
 The organisations predominately sought moral legitimacy in relation to 
public/mimetic pressures, though evidence also suggests cognitive legitimacy 
was sought. 
 The organisations would typically draw on a combination of rhetorical 
appeals in order to justify their activities. 
 The organisations often strategically avoided particularly contentious issues 
stemming from public/mimetic pressures and/or sought to instead position 
themselves as acting morally. 
 The organisations drew on a number of tactics to infer cognitive legitimacy, 
highlighting that: 
o they listened to and engaged with stakeholders to guide material CSR 
issues; 
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o a third party had assured their stakeholder engagement processes; 
and/or  
o they had their own policies in place in relation to issues stemming 
from public/mimetic pressures. 
 The actual act of communicating about activities shaped by public/mimetic 
pressures suggests pragmatic and/or cognitive legitimacy. 
 
5.6 Conclusion 
This chapter has presented the findings relating to the second research question, 
which asked: ‘How are organisations communicating about their CSR activities?’. 
More specifically, this chapter focused on the rhetoric organisations used in response 
to regulative, professional, and public/mimetic pressures. In doing so, this chapter 
enables inferences to be made in relation to legitimacy, and supported a number of 
findings that had been outlined in Chapter Four. 
 
Firstly, the findings highlight the various justification strategies used by the 
organisations within their CSR reports. As was noted, this analysis was conducted so 
that responses to the organisations’ interpretation of the institutional pressures could 
be coded to determine the rhetoric being used in relation to each pressure. In this 
section, it was noted that 11 types of justifications were used by the organisations to 
justify why they performed the activities discussed in reports. Overall, however, all 
nine organisations utilised no justification in most instances, followed by a reference 
to an organisational policy. This section also highlighted that the justification 
strategy used by the organisation did not always align with the institutional pressure 
underpinning the activity, an idea that is discussed in more detail in the following 
chapter. Lastly, it should be noted that where an organisation did justify an activity 
as being shaped by an institutional pressure (273 activities in total), the results 
suggest that they tended to use public/mimetic justification strategies (43% of 
activities), more so than regulative (31%) and professional (26%) justification 
strategies. 
 
This chapter then presented the types of rhetoric used by the organisations in 
response to the institutional pressures. In summary, and as Table 5.7 highlights, the 
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organisations drew on considerably more rhetorical appeals when discussing 
activities they had justified as being shaped by public/mimetic pressures (1477 
rhetorical appeals were used, which is almost three times the amount of rhetorical 
appeals used in relation to regulative pressures). This would suggest that given the 
particularly contentious nature of public/mimetic pressures – in the sense that the 
CSR reports reflect what the organisation said they did or had self-identified as a 
public/mimetic pressure, rather than what they actually may have done – the 
organisations drew on a wider array of rhetorical appeals in an attempt to strengthen 
their arguments and, in turn, rationalise and justify that their practices were 
legitimate.  
 
Table 5.7 Summary of findings from Chapter Five: Institutional pressures and 
rhetoric 
Pressure 
Rhetoric 
Logos Ethos Pathos Total 
Regulative 450 (80%) 112 (20%) 0 (0%) 562  
Professional 587 (77%) 172 (23%) 0 (0%) 759 
Public/Mimetic 891 (60%) 463(31%) 123 (9%) 1477 
Total 1928 (69%) 747 (27%) 123 (4%) 2798 
 
Table 5.7 also highlights which rhetorical devices were noted in relation to each of 
the institutional pressures. As illustrated in the above table, the data suggest that 
similar amounts of logos and ethos were used in relation to regulative and 
professional pressures. In regards to public/mimetic pressures, however, in 
comparison to the use of rhetorical devices in relation to regulative and professional 
pressures, lower uses of logos (in respect to the overall use of rhetorical appeals) and 
higher uses of ethos were noted. The findings also highlight that pathos was also only 
used in relation to public/mimetic pressures and never in relation to regulative or 
professional pressures. 
 
More specifically, as the data in Table 5.7 indicates, when justifying an activity as 
stemming from a regulative pressure, the organisations predominately used logos 
(80%), with some ethos (20%). Similarly, findings were noted in relation to 
professional pressures, whereby when justifying an activity as stemming from a 
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professional pressure, logos was predominately used (77%), along with some ethos 
(23%). When justifying an activity as stemming from a public/mimetic pressure, the 
organisations drew predominately on logos (60%), along with a considerable amount 
of ethos (31%), and some pathos (9%). These findings are summarised in Table 5.8. 
 
The data also enabled inferences to be drawn in relation to the type of rhetoric 
typically used to seek particular forms of legitimacy. More specifically, the findings 
suggest that only logos appeals were used where pragmatic legitimacy was the 
primary type of legitimacy sought by the organisation when it had justified an 
activity in relation to regulative and/or professional pressures. Furthermore, the 
findings demonstrate that ethos was typically used in conjunction with logos appeals 
when the organisation sought to pursue moral and/or cognitive legitimacy in relation 
to activities justified as stemming from regulative and/or professional pressures. In 
comparison, ethos and pathos appeals could be used in conjunction with logos 
appeals to seek moral legitimacy in relation to public/mimetic pressures, while logos 
and ethos were generally used in relation to this pressure to allude to cognitive 
legitimacy. Here it should also be noted that the data revealed that ethos was never 
used without logos in relation to all three pressures, and that pathos was never used 
without ethos in relation to public/mimetic pressures. These findings are summarised 
in Table 5.8. 
 
Table 5.8 Summary of findings from Chapter Five: Legitimacy and rhetoric 
Legitimacy  Rhetoric  
Pragmatic Predominately logos 
Moral Logos, ethos, and pathos
*
 
Cognitive  Logos and ethos 
*
Pathos was only used to assist in seeking moral legitimacy in relation to public/mimetic pressures. 
 
This chapter has also presented evidence that supports a number of the findings 
highlighted in Chapter Four. More specifically, the findings presented in this chapter 
also suggest that: 
 The actual act of communicating about an activity shaped by public/mimetic 
pressures suggests pragmatic and/or cognitive legitimacy. 
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 The actual act of referencing a professional guideline, regulation and/or 
piece of legislation implied cognitive legitimacy. 
 
In addition to this, by considering the language used in relation to activities 
stemming from the various pressures, this chapter suggests that cognitive legitimacy 
was predominately sought in relation to regulative and professional pressures, 
though pragmatic and moral legitimacy were also inferred. In regards to 
public/mimetic pressures, the data suggest that moral legitimacy was predominately 
sought, though instances of cognitive legitimacy were also noted. The following 
table highlights the findings noted in this chapter in relation to legitimacy. 
 
Table 5.9 Summary of findings from Chapter Five: Institutional pressures and 
legitimacy 
Pressure 
Legitimacy 
Act of responding to a 
pressure 
Act of referencing 
pressure 
Use of language  
Regulative N/A Cognitive Cognitive, pragmatic, 
and moral 
Professional N/A Cognitive Cognitive, moral, and 
pragmatic 
Public/Mimetic Pragmatic and cognitive N/A Moral and cognitive 
 
Finally, this chapter also revealed a number of communication strategies used by the 
organisations to seek legitimacy.  
 
Firstly, the data reveal that the organisations used their reports to clearly signal how 
they were meeting the requirements of regulative and/or professional pressures, and 
in doing so, used communication to seek pragmatic legitimacy.  
 
Secondly, the data reveal that in relation to all three pressures, the organisations 
strategically communicated in a manner that alluded to moral legitimacy. More 
specifically, in relation to regulative pressures, the organisations tended to be quite 
subtle in how they referenced legislation and/or regulations, and often failed to 
highlight the legally required nature of activities stemming from regulative pressures 
in a bid to instead present the organisation as promoting social welfare. Similarly, in 
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relation to professional pressures, the organisations largely failed to justify that an 
activity was performed because of a professional pressure, and where professional 
guidelines were referenced, the organisations tended to emphasise the voluntary 
nature of adopting these guidelines in a bid to infer moral legitimacy. In relation to 
public/mimetic pressures, the organisations once again often neglected to justify an 
activity as stemming from these pressures, though in relation to particularly 
contentious issues, the organisations would strategically avoid discussing the issues 
in their reports and/or try to instead position themselves as acting morally.  
 
Thirdly, the organisations drew on a variety of tactics to allude to cognitive 
legitimacy. As was noted in this chapter, as well as Chapter Four, in relation to 
regulative and/or professional pressure, the actual act of referencing the pressure 
(whether it be legislation, a regulation, or professional guideline) implied cognitive 
legitimacy. Furthermore, it should be noted here that while the organisations may 
have justified that a regulative pressure shaped an activity, they often neglected to 
mention the specific pieces of legislation/regulations, making inspections of 
legitimacy difficult. Other strategies used by the organisations to infer cognitive 
legitimacy included:  
 referencing professional guidelines to create the perception that the 
organisations’ own policies, or the way in which they performed an activity, 
were legitimate; 
 referencing professional guidelines to highlight that their reports had been 
assured against reputable guidelines by a reputable third party; 
 signalling that they have won awards from professional bodies; 
 highlighting that they listened to and engaged with stakeholders to guide 
material CSR issues; 
 highlighting that a third party had assured their stakeholder engagement 
processes; and 
 highlighting that they had their own policies in place in relation to issues 
stemming from public/mimetic pressures. 
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Drawing on this, this section has alluded to underlying themes in the data, whereby 
organisations use their reports to: 
1. Strategically communicate with stakeholders (moral legitimacy). 
2. Address adherence to legislation, regulation, and/or professional guidelines 
(pragmatic legitimacy). 
3. Avoid closer inspection by drawing on any of the following strategies 
(cognitive legitimacy): 
a. we listen to our stakeholders; 
b. we have policies in place; 
c. we align ourselves with guidelines; 
d. we have won awards; and/or 
e. we have our reports and/or elements of our reports assured by external 
third parties. 
 
To conclude, therefore, by exploring the rhetoric used by the organisations in 
response to the institutional pressures, or in a number of cases, the organisations’ 
interpretation of the pressures, this chapter has highlighted the different types of 
rhetoric used in relation to each pressure. In doing so, this chapter has also 
highlighted the types of legitimacy that the organisations sought in relation to each 
pressure, and outlined the rhetorical devices that are predominately used to pursue 
each of the three types of legitimacy. Finally, this chapter outlined a number of 
broader themes or communication strategies used by the organisations to seek the 
different types of legitimacy.  
 
The following chapter builds on the findings presented in this chapter, as well as 
those highlighted in Chapter Four, to outline the findings noted in relation to the 
proposed model presented in Chapter Two. 
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 CHAPTER Six 
 
Findings: Discussion 
 
You'll get mixed up, of course, as you already know. 
"You'll get mixed up with many strange birds as you go." 
So be sure when you step. Step with care and great tact and remember that 
"Life's a Great Balancing Act." 
Dr Seuss 
 
6.1 Introduction 
By building on the findings presented in Chapters Four and Five, this chapter reflects 
on the proposed model outlined in Chapter Two, linking institutional pressures, 
legitimacy, and rhetoric. In doing so, this chapter sheds light on the final research 
question, which asked, ‘Is there alignment between why organisations are 
communicating about their CSR activities and how they are communicating about 
their CSR activities?’. More specifically, this chapter highlights the implications the 
findings have in relation to the model proposed in Chapter Two, and discusses a 
number of additional findings noted across Chapters Four and Five.  
 
6.2 Model 
Building on the literature presented in Chapter Two, this study proposed a model that 
linked institutional theory, legitimacy, and rhetoric. By doing so, this study suggested 
that this model may be used to explain the macro-phenomena impacting CSR 
communication and, in turn, how organisations respond to these macro-phenomena 
within their CSR reports to create the perception that they are acting legitimately.  
 
Based on the current literature, and as summarised in Table 6.1, this study proposed 
that: 
1. Organisations may use logos or pathos to communicate about activities that 
are shaped by regulative pressures in a bid to seek pragmatic legitimacy.  
2. Organisations may use logos, ethos, and pathos to communicate about 
activities that are shaped by professional pressures in a bid to seek either 
pragmatic or moral legitimacy.  
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3. Organisations may use ethos or pathos to communicate about activities that 
are shaped by public/mimetic pressures in a bid to seek moral legitimacy. 
 
Table 6.1 (Repeated) Proposed model based on the current literature 
Institutional pressure Legitimacy Rhetorical device 
Regulative pressures Pragmatic legitimacy Logos or pathos 
Professional pressures Pragmatic or moral 
legitimacy 
Logos, ethos, and pathos 
Public/mimetic pressures Moral legitimacy Ethos or pathos 
 
As was noted in Chapter Two, however, there are a number of gaps within this 
framework. The following explores these gaps and highlights the overall findings 
and implications for the proposed model. 
 
By conducting this study, it was revealed that there were differences between the 
types of legitimacy alluded to based on the exploration of the why (institutional 
pressures) and the how (rhetoric). The following table summarises the findings noted 
from the analysis of the institutional pressures (Chapter Four) and the rhetoric 
(Chapter Five) in relation to the types of legitimacy. As the table highlights, the 
study reveals that the actual act of communicating about a CSR activity shaped by an 
institutional pressure can imply a different type of legitimacy (institutional 
legitimacy) to the way in which language is used in relation to the activity to seek 
legitimacy/the actual act of referencing an institutional pressure (strategic 
legitimacy). 
 
Table 6.2 Summary of findings: Institutional pressures and legitimacy  
Pressure Institutional approach to legitimacy  Strategic approach to legitimacy 
Act of communicating about an activity 
Act of responding to institutional pressure 
Language used in relation to pressure 
Act of referencing institutional pressure 
Regulative Pragmatic Cognitive, pragmatic, and moral 
Professional Pragmatic Cognitive, moral, and pragmatic 
Public/Mimetic Pragmatic and cognitive Moral and cognitive 
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The following discussion reflects on the differences noted between the proposed 
model in relation to institutional pressures and legitimacy, and the findings noted in 
relation to the institutional pressures and legitimacy. 
 
Firstly, in relation to regulative pressures, the findings support the proposed model in 
that pragmatic legitimacy may be linked to this pressure. However, the study 
expands the model by distinguishing that pragmatic legitimacy may be indicated 
following the institutional approach, in that the actual act of communicating the 
activity may also have inferred pragmatic legitimacy, as outlined in Chapter Four. 
Meanwhile, following the strategic approach to legitimacy, the findings highlight 
that the way in which language is used in relation to activities stemming from 
regulative pressures suggests that cognitive and moral legitimacy may also be sought 
in addition to pragmatic legitimacy. More specifically, as highlighted in Chapter Five 
(Section 5.3), instances were noted whereby the organisations would: (a) clearly 
discuss how they were complying with a regulation (pragmatic legitimacy); (b) use 
discussion around regulative pressures to highlight the fact that they promote social 
welfare or went above and beyond legal requirements (moral legitimacy); and (c) 
reference regulations/legislation to enhance the perception that their practices and 
policies were legitimate (cognitive legitimacy). 
 
Secondly, in relation to professional pressures, the proposed model drew on 
Deephouse and Suchman’s (2008) argument that legitimacy conferred by 
professional endorsement should be termed ‘professional legitimacy’ and may be 
either pragmatic or moral in nature. In Chapter Two, I argued that professional 
pressures would more likely be linked with pragmatic legitimacy, given pragmatic 
legitimacy may be accorded if an organisation adopts a constituent’s standards of 
performance as its own. As the findings outlined in Chapter Four suggest, the actual 
act of communicating about an activity stemming from professional pressures 
inferred pragmatic legitimacy following the institutional approach to legitimacy. In 
turn, by considering the language the organisations used in relation to activities 
stemming from professional pressures (and in doing so, shedding light on the 
strategic approach to legitimacy) it was inferred that cognitive, moral, and pragmatic 
legitimacy may be sought. More specially, as highlighted in Chapter Five (Section 
5.4), the data highlighted that the organisations would: (a) indicate how they were 
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meeting requirements of professional guidelines (pragmatic legitimacy); (b) 
emphasise the voluntary nature of adopting professional guidelines (moral 
legitimacy); and (c) reference professional guidelines in a manner that sought to add 
credibility to their activities and claims, and in doing so, create the perception that 
they were acting legitimately (cognitive legitimacy). 
 
Finally, in relation to public/mimetic pressures, the findings supported the idea that 
this pressure may be linked to moral legitimacy. However, by considering the actual 
act of communicating about activities stemming from public/mimetic pressures (and 
in doing so, shedding light on the institutional approach to legitimacy) it was 
revealed that pragmatic and cognitive legitimacy may actually be inferred in relation 
to this pressure, as outlined in Chapter Four. In comparison, by considering the 
language that organisations used in relation to activities stemming from 
public/mimetic pressures, allowing exploration of the strategic approach to 
legitimacy, it was found that moral and cognitive legitimacy may be sought in 
relation to this pressure. More specifically, as outlined in Chapter Five (Section 5.5), 
the data suggest that the organisations would: (a) strategically avoid contentious 
issues or position themselves as acting in the best interests of their stakeholders 
(moral legitimacy); and (b) highlight that they ‘listened to their stakeholders’ in an 
attempt to create the perception of legitimacy (cognitive legitimacy). 
 
The above discussion also addresses two additional gaps noted from the literature in 
relation to the proposed model.  
 
Firstly, Chapter Two noted that the proposed model did not align with Suchman’s 
(1995, p. 584) view that pragmatic, moral, and cognitive legitimacy can “co-exist in 
the real-world”. As the above has presented, however, the findings did reveal that 
multiple types of legitimacy may actually be noted in relation to each pressure, both 
in relation to the institutional and strategic approaches to legitimacy.  
 
The final gap highlighted in Chapter Two was in relation to rhetoric. By drawing on 
the current literature, the proposed model suggested that specific types of rhetoric 
(i.e. rhetorical devices) may be used to achieve certain types of legitimacy and, in 
turn, this idea could be used to predict the types of rhetoric used in response to 
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institutional pressures. Here it was highlighted that while ethos, logos, and pathos 
may actually be used in conjunction with each other, this idea has typically been 
overlooked in empirical research to date and warrants consideration. 
 
Firstly, through conducting this study, it was revealed that the rhetorical devices are 
generally used in conjunction with each other to help strengthen an organisation’s 
arguments. In fact, as the data presented in Chapter Five illustrated, this study 
highlights that ethos was generally never used without logos, and that pathos was 
never used without ethos.  
 
Secondly, by drawing on the specific rhetorical devices being used in relation to each 
of the pressures, this study also reveals insights into how rhetoric was used to seek 
the different types of legitimacy (as noted in Table 6.3), and in doing so, noted some 
similarities and contradictions to the current literature. As was noted in Chapter Two, 
previous work looking at CSR communication has highlighted that pathos may be 
linked to moral legitimacy, ethos to cognitive legitimacy, and logos to pragmatic 
legitimacy (see Marais, 2012). While not specifically looking at CSR, Green (2004) 
also linked the three types of legitimacy with the three rhetorical devices when 
exploring the diffusion of managerial practices. However, while Green (2004) also 
claimed that logos may be used to shape pragmatic legitimacy, unlike Marais (2012), 
Green argued that pathos may also be used to shape pragmatic legitimacy, ethos to 
shape moral legitimacy, and that a combination of the three could be used to produce 
cognitive legitimacy.  
 
Table 6.3 (Repeated) Summary of findings: Legitimacy and rhetoric 
Legitimacy  Rhetoric  
Pragmatic Predominately logos 
Moral Logos, ethos, and pathos
*
 
Cognitive  Logos and ethos 
*
Pathos was only used to assist in seeking moral legitimacy in relation to public/mimetic pressures. 
 
As the above table highlights, and as articulated in more detail in Chapter Five, this 
study suggests that logos is predominately used to seek pragmatic legitimacy, a 
finding that supports Marais’ (2012) and Green’s (2004) arguments, though 
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contradicts Green’s arguments that pathos may be linked to pragmatic legitimacy, 
given that pathos was never utilised in relation to pragmatic legitimacy. In relation to 
moral legitimacy, this study highlights that logos, ethos, and pathos were used, 
though pathos was only noted as being used to seek moral legitimacy in relation to 
public/mimetic pressures. This finding supports Marais’ claim that pathos may be 
linked to moral legitimacy and Green’s claim that ethos may be linked to moral 
legitimacy. Lastly, the findings highlight that logos and ethos were used in relation to 
cognitive legitimacy; a finding that supports Marais’ suggestion that ethos can be 
used to shape cognitive legitimacy. While Green argued that a combination of the 
three rhetorical devices could be used to produce cognitive legitimacy, this study 
found that pathos was generally not used to produce cognitive legitimacy. Overall, 
however, the findings support the idea that the rhetorical devices are largely 
interdependent when used in practice (Abizadeh, 2002; Nichols, 1987; Robinson, 
2006; Wæraas & Ihlen, 2009). 
 
Thirdly, by considering how the organisations justified their activities, this research 
was able to consider specific instances that shed light on how the rhetorical devices 
were used in response to the different institutional pressures. These findings are 
summarised in the table below. 
 
Table 6.4 Summary of findings: Institutional pressures and rhetoric 
Pressure Rhetoric  
Regulative Logos and ethos 
Professional Logos and ethos 
Public/Mimetic Logos, ethos, and pathos 
 
As the table highlights, this study reveals that logos and ethos may be used in 
response to regulative pressures. This supports the proposed model in that logos may 
be used in relation to this pressure, but contradicts the idea that pathos may be used 
in response to regulatory pressures. This research did not reveal any instances where 
pathos was used in response to regulative pressures. In regards to professional 
pressure, it was found that logos and ethos may be used in response to this pressure. 
While this supports the proposed model, it contradicts the idea highlighted in Chapter 
Two that pathos may be used in relation to professional pressures. Lastly, it was 
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found that logos, ethos, and pathos may be used in response to public/mimetic 
pressures. These findings expand on the proposed model, which highlighted only 
ethos in relation to this pressure. 
 
By combining these findings, the revised model is presented in Table 6.5. Here it is 
important to highlight the different connections shown in this table. Firstly, the 
connection between the institutional pressures and the institutional approach to 
legitimacy is a theoretically assumed link, based upon the types of pressures that 
organisations are seen to respond to. Secondly, the connection between rhetoric and 
the strategic approach to legitimacy is also a theoretically assumed link, based upon 
the types of rhetoric that organisations use. When these connections are mapped 
against the institutional pressures, this highlights the how different theoretical 
influences play out against each other: the inferences based on the institutional 
approach to legitimacy, and those based on the rhetoric view of legitimacy, or what 
has been termed the strategic approach to legitimacy.  
 
Table 6.5 Revised model 
Pressure Institutional approach 
to legitimacy  
Strategic approach to 
legitimacy 
Rhetoric 
Regulative Pragmatic Cognitive, pragmatic, and 
moral 
Logos and ethos 
Professional Pragmatic Cognitive, moral, and 
pragmatic 
Logos and ethos 
Public/Mimetic Pragmatic and 
cognitive 
Moral and cognitive Logos, ethos, and 
pathos 
 
As this model highlights, in relation to regulative pressures, logos and ethos may be 
used and, while the actual act of communicating about activities stemming from the 
pressure suggests pragmatic legitimacy, the language used in relation to these 
activities suggests cognitive, pragmatic, and moral legitimacy. In regards to 
professional pressures, logos and ethos may also be used, and while the actual act of 
communicating about activities stemming from the pressure suggests pragmatic 
legitimacy, the language used in relation to these activities suggests cognitive, moral, 
and pragmatic legitimacy. Lastly, the findings highlight that in relation to 
public/mimetic pressures, logos, ethos, and pathos may also be used, and while the 
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actual act of communicating about activities stemming from this pressure suggests 
pragmatic and cognitive legitimacy, the language used in relation to these activities 
suggests moral and cognitive legitimacy. 
 
As these findings indicate, the study reveals that in the context of CSR 
communication, there is often a difference between the legitimacy inferred through 
the actual act of performing and subsequently communicating about an activity 
(institutional approach to legitimacy), and how organisations use language to create 
the perception that they are acting legitimately (strategic approach to legitimacy). 
This finding supports the notion that legitimacy can be viewed as both a state and a 
process, in that “organisation[s] strive to be perceived as legitimate by the societies 
in which they operate” and therefore indicate that they are legitimate (institutional 
approach to legitimacy), but that organisations can also “seek legitimacy” (Johansen 
& Nielsen, 2012, p. 436) and therefore attempt to manage, manipulate, foster, or 
negotiate legitimacy (strategic approach to legitimacy). In turn, this finding 
acknowledges that organisations are simultaneously adhering to, and shaping, their 
institutional environments. 
 
What was particularly interesting about this finding, however, was that it found that 
an organisation may indicate (institutional legitimacy) different types of legitimacy 
to those that it sought through its language (strategic legitimacy). This idea is 
discussed further in the following section, along with a number of other additional 
findings. 
 
6.3 Additional findings 
In addition to revising the model linking institutional pressures, legitimacy, and 
rhetoric within the context of CSR communication, this study also reveals a number 
of additional findings that warrant discussion. These additional findings allude to the 
highly strategic nature of CSR communication, in that: 
1. There was often a difference between the institutional and strategic 
approaches to legitimacy. 
2. The organisations often failed to reveal the intrinsic motivations behind 
performing and subsequently communicating about CSR activities. 
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3. The organisations communicated in a manner to try appease multiple 
stakeholders with divergent interests; and  
4. The organisations drew on a number of strategies to create the perception that 
they were acting legitimately.   
 
Interestingly too, as was noted in Chapter Four, not one of the nine organisations 
addressed every activity that was shaped by either a regulative, professional, or 
public/mimetic pressure. It can be argued, therefore, that the organisations could be 
strategic in terms of deciding what, and what not to, discuss within their reports.  
 
Each of these points highlighted above is outlined in more detail below. 
 
1. Differences between institutional and strategic approaches to legitimacy 
The first point centres on the fact that there was often a difference between the types 
of legitimacy indicated in line with the institutional approach to legitimacy, and the 
types of legitimacy sought in line with the strategic approach to legitimacy. In other 
words, the data highlight that the actual act of performing and subsequently 
communicating about an activity may not align with how organisations used 
language to create the perception that they were acting legitimately. This would 
suggest that the organisations often failed to reveal the intrinsic motivations behind 
performing, and subsequently communicating about, a CSR activity, and instead, 
strategically used language to create the perception that they were acting legitimately 
in the eyes of multiple stakeholders – not necessarily the stakeholder who actually 
had the power to accord legitimacy.  
 
2. Justification for an activity does not always align with institutional pressures 
This idea that organisations are strategic within their CSR reports is further 
exemplified by the fact that the justification/s given by the organisations as to why 
they performed a certain activity did not necessarily align with the institutional 
pressures noted as underpinning that activity. To elaborate on this point, in relation to 
the activity ‘customer service’ (which included the notions of financial hardship and 
dispute resolution), for example, the data presented in Chapter Five suggested that 
most of the organisations drew on multiple justification strategies in their discussion. 
While B.Org 1 and CG.Org 6 offered no justification as to why they performed and 
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subsequently communicated about this activity, the rest of the organisations justified 
that they performed this activity because of their customers, amongst numerous other 
justification strategies. While Chapter Four highlighted that this activity was 
identified as a public/mimetic pressure for all three industries, it was also revealed 
that this activity was underpinned by a number of professional guidelines that most 
of the organisations, with the exception of CG.Org 4, subscribed to. Therefore, 
professional pressures also shaped the actual act of performing and subsequently 
communicating about customer service. Only one of the organisations acknowledged 
this in how it justified this activity, whereby E.Org 9 justified that a professional 
guideline shaped this activity. Once again, this highlights how the organisations 
would often fail to revealed some, if not all, of the intrinsic motivations behind 
performing and subsequently communicating about an activity in a bid to emphasise 
a particularly type of legitimacy.  
 
3. Multiple pressures underpin the same activity, making communication 
complex 
The model presented in this study is useful in terms of illustrating how rhetoric can 
be used to seek and indicate legitimacy in relation to institutional pressures, and in 
doing so, considers the macro-phenomena impacting CSR and the implications this 
has for communication. However, the analysis revealed that CSR communication is 
highly complex, a factor that is not necessarily illustrated through the model or the 
literature to date. As highlighted above, the organisations drew on multiple 
justification strategies in relation to the same activity, and multiple pressures shaped 
the same activity. This was consistent across almost all 45 activities noted across the 
nine organisations, whereby the organisations tended to draw on multiple 
justification strategies and, in turn, the activities were shaped by a number of 
institutional pressures.  
 
While the findings chapters, particularly Chapter 5, highlighted specific references to 
an institutional pressure in order to explore the model, in most cases the 
organisations’ discussion on an activity was multifaceted. In other words, the data 
aligned with Christensen and Cheney’s (2011) view that organisations have to 
communicate in a manner that addresses expectations from disparate audiences with 
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divergent expectations, and as a result, an organisation’s CSR communication has 
multiple functions in order to appeal to multiple audiences. 
 
This idea is illustrated, for example, in B.Org 1’s discussion on anti-
discrimination/human rights. B.Org 1 had the highest coverage of all of the nine 
organisations included in this study in relation to anti-discrimination/human rights 
(which also included diversity). As was noted in Chapter Four, this activity was 
shaped by a number of regulatory sources, including the FWA, EOWA, and anti-
discrimination legislation, as well as a number of professional sources, including the 
GRI, DJSI, FTSE4Good, OECD Guidelines, UNGC Guidelines, and the ABA. 
Furthermore, the media analysis also suggests that while this was an issue 
predominately of concern for the consumer goods organisations, it did have flow on 
effects for other industries, particularly given it coincided with the ASX releasing 
new guidelines that incorporated diversity. Here it should be noted that while these 
guidelines were to take effect from January 2011, the ASX encouraged organisations 
to become ‘early adopters’ of these amended principles and recommendations.  
 
In its report, B.Org 1 signalled that it was an “early adopter of the recently 
announced Australian Stock Exchange’s (ASX) Governance Principles relating to 
diversity”; however, it also justified this, stating it has “set and reported on public 
targets for women in management for the past five years. We also set measurable 
diversity objectives for the employment of Indigenous people, people with disability 
and refugees in our business”. In doing so, the organisation signalled a framework to 
gain credibility, yet also pragmatically indicated that it was meeting the guidelines. 
The data also highlight that the organisation used ethos to signal its expertise and 
consistency in relation to this issue, and sought to achieve moral legitimacy by 
stating it was an early adopter and had already been addressing this issue for a 
number of years. 
 
Additionally, the organisation signalled that it had developed a new organisational 
policy in relation to human rights. In a bid to increase the legitimacy of this policy, 
the organisation highlighted that the “standards were developed in consultation with 
stakeholders, including shareholders, community groups and our staff, who want to 
know where we stand on these issues and to see evidence our commitments are 
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‘more than words’”. In doing so, the organisation drew on ethos and pathos appeals. 
Furthermore, the organisation also stated that it supports “internationally accepted 
human rights standards, including the UN Global Compact and OECD Guidelines for 
Multinational Enterprises, and apply the Equator Principles to all project finance 
transactions”, and that “we understand our responsibility to respect the national 
sovereignty of host governments”. These appeals assist to further increase the 
legitimacy of the organisation’s policy, while at the same time signal pragmatic 
legitimacy.  
 
As this example highlights, in its discussion on anti-discrimination/human rights, the 
organisation signalled that it was: (a) addressing the concerns of stakeholders, and 
therefore responding to public/mimetic pressures; (b) aligning itself with professional 
guidelines, and therefore adhering to professional pressures; and (c) respecting 
applicable laws, and therefore meeting the requirements of regulatory pressures. To 
do this, the organisation drew on all three types of rhetoric, and strategically 
communicated in a way to indicate and seek all three types of legitimacy, whether it 
be following the institutional or strategic approach to legitimacy.  
 
4. Strategies used to indicate and seek legitimacy 
As was noted in Chapter Five, the organisations drew on a number of strategies to 
indicate and seek legitimacy. The following restates these findings, outlining how the 
organisations strategically used communication in a way to seek all three types of 
legitimacy.  
 
Firstly, as was highlighted, the organisations used their reports to address their 
adherence to legislation, regulations and/or professional guidelines, and in doing so, 
communicated in a manner to seek pragmatic legitimacy.  
 
Secondly, the organisations communicated in a way to position themselves as acting 
morally. This could be achieved by failing to justify that an activity was shaped by 
professional and/or regulative pressures (and was therefore pragmatic in nature), 
instead positioning the organisation as promoting social welfare (therefore seeking 
moral legitimacy). An alternative strategy noted in the data was that the organisations 
avoided discussing particularly contentious issues that might lead to their legitimacy 
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being questioned, or briefly mentioning this activity before leading into a discussion 
that emphasised the moral nature of the organisation.  
 
Thirdly, the data indicate that the organisations drew on a number of strategies to 
infer cognitive legitimacy. This included highlighting that they: (a) listened to their 
stakeholders; (b) had policies in place to guide; (c) aligned themselves with 
guidelines; (d) had won awards for their CSR performance and reporting, and (e) had 
their reports assured by an external third party. 
 
Lastly, it is worth noting some additional reflections on CSR based on the data 
presented in, and outcomes of, this study. 
 
The first reflection is in regards to the activities discussed in the organisations’ CSR 
reports, whereby it was noted that many of the activities the organisations were 
discussing in their CSR reports could be considered standard business practice. What 
was observed in the data therefore was that the organisations performed practices 
that seemed fairly standard, yet framed them as socially responsible activities. Using 
the institutional theory perspective adopted in this study, it could be suggested that 
given powerful stakeholders (such as the GRI) required organisations to report on 
such activities under the banner of CSR, it legitimatised the view that these activities 
could be considered as socially responsible activities. In effect therefore, these 
activities become institutionalised as being socially responsible activities, despite 
being fairly standard business practices.  
 
The second reflection in on how CSR appeared to be represented by the 
organisations. By adopting an institutional theory perspective, this study 
acknowledged that CSR is influenced by institutional pressures, namely regulative, 
professional and public/mimetic pressures. From a broader perspective however, the 
literature on CSR commonly recognises the fact that organisations may engage in, 
and perform CSR because it (a) has become institutionalised, in the sense that there 
is the taken-for-granted expectation that organisations must engage in socially 
responsible behaviours; (b) may affect the organisation’s competitive advantage; or 
(c) is considered the moral or ethical thing to do (see, for example, Bartlett & Devin, 
2011; O’Connor and Groneworld, 2013). This was consistent with what was noted in 
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the data, in that the organisations alluded to the fact that CSR was something they 
had to do, that it was being done because of the advantages it could bring to the 
organisation, and also that it was the morally ‘right thing to do’. 
 
As the findings acknowledged however, the organisations were more likely to use a 
justification strategy linked to public/mimetic pressures, and in this sense, were more 
likely to represent CSR as being the moral or ethical thing do to, as opposed to the 
benefits CSR would bring, or the fact that it was something they had to do. This was 
at odds with the data however, which suggested that the organisations performed, 
and subsequently communicated about, CSR predominately because of professional 
guidelines, and in this sense therefore, CSR was something they had to do. Give this, 
it could be suggested that there is a disconnect between how the organisations 
represented CSR within their reports and the reality of why they perform and 
communicate about CSR. 
 
6.4 Conclusion 
In conclusion, this chapter has presented the revised model, and outlined a number of 
additional findings. The following chapter concludes this thesis by specifically 
answering the research questions and highlighting the implications of this study.   
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CHAPTER SEVEN 
 
Conclusion 
 
And will you succeed? Yes! You will, indeed! 
(98 and ¾ percent guaranteed.) 
"Kid, you'll move mountains!" 
Dr Seuss 
 
 
7.1 Introduction 
As was noted in Chapter Two, the aim of this research was to consider the why and 
how of CSR communication by drawing on institutional theory, legitimacy, and 
rhetoric. More specifically, this research aimed to empirically explore the proposed 
model alluded to in the current literature, and address the contradictions noted in the 
literature in relation to this model. In doing so, this research sought to consider the 
ways in which macro-level phenomena relates to how organisations use CSR 
communication, and in turn provide insights into how organisations are using 
rhetoric to seek and indicate legitimacy in relation to the institutional pressures that 
may shape their CSR activities.  
 
To reach the aims of this study, three research questions were outlined, along with a 
number of sub-research questions. This final chapter synthesises the findings 
presented in the previous chapters to specifically respond to the research questions, 
and re-states the revised model based on the outcomes of this research. Following 
this, the theoretical and practical implications of this thesis are presented, and the 
limitations of this study are highlighted. This chapter then concludes by outlining 
opportunities for future research.  
 
7.2 Conclusions about the research questions: A summary 
While Chapter Six presented a detailed overview of the findings noted from this 
thesis, the following provides a brief summary of the conclusions noted in relation to 
the two research questions guiding this study.  
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7.2.1 Research Question 1  
Research Question 1 asked ‘Why are organisations communicating about their CSR 
activities?’. This question actively addressed the first component of the proposed 
model by allowing consideration of the institutional pressures underpinning the 
organisations’ activities.  
 
In order to address this research question, consideration firstly needed to be given to 
understanding what activities the organisations were communicating about in their 
CSR reports and, in turn, what institutional pressures were underpinning these 
activities. This related directly to Sub-Research Question 1a, which asked, ‘What 
institutional pressures underpin the activities being discussed in the CSR reports?’. 
As this research highlighted (Chapter Four), across the nine organisations, some 45 
activities were discussed in their CSR reports, all of which were underpinned by one 
of more of the institutional pressures. This highlighted the highly complex nature of 
CSR communication, in that organisations can face divergent pressures from 
divergent stakeholders in relation to each of the activities (Christensen & Cheney, 
2011). At the same time, however, it highlights the fact that organisations have 
strategic choices as to whom they choose to respond to, and how they choose to 
communicate about activities within their reports and indicate or seek legitimacy.  
 
By considering the institutional pressures underpinning the organisations’ activities 
and the actual act of communicating about an activity, Chapter Four also addressed 
Sub-Research Question 1b, which asked ‘What type of legitimacy does this infer in 
relation to each of the pressures?’. Here the analysis shed light on the institutional 
approach to legitimacy, and revealed that the actual act of communicating about an 
activity stemming from each of the pressures – regulative, professional, and 
public/mimetic – indicated pragmatic legitimacy. More specifically, the findings 
inferred that organisations would communicate about certain activities within their 
reports in order to indicate how their actions aligned with those expected by key 
constituents (Suchman, 1995). In other words, the organisations would indicate 
shared values with those in organisational relationships.  
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The findings also suggest the organisations respond to public/mimetic pressure to 
indicate cognitive legitimacy, or in other words, organisations respond to 
public/mimetic pressures because there is a taken-for-granted expectation that they 
do so (Suchman, 1995). In turn, this shows taken-for-grantedness of the stakeholder 
response attributes which are part of CSR. However, it was interesting to note that 
the organisations addressed only some of the issues identified as stemming from 
stakeholders within their reports. In turn, this could allude to the highly symbolic 
nature of engaging with stakeholders in relation to CSR, and underscores the fact that 
this is often a pragmatic exercise for organisations, in that responding to stakeholders 
is a central criterion of many professional guidelines.   
 
7.2.2 Research Question 2 
Research Question 2 asked ‘How are organisations communicating about their CSR 
activities?’. This question actively addressed the second component of the proposed 
model by allowing consideration of the rhetoric used by organisations in response to 
institutional pressures.  
 
In order to address this research question, this study firstly had to consider how 
organisations were justifying why they performed an activity. This was necessary 
given the data in Chapter Four highlighted that multiple pressures impacted the same 
activity. In doing so, however, it was noted that the justification an organisation gave 
as to why it performed and/or subsequently communicated about an activity did not 
necessarily align with the institutional pressure/s noted as shaping that particular 
activity. What is also interesting to note here is that organisations tended to not give 
a reason or justification as to why it performed an activity. Furthermore of the 
justification strategies linked to the institutional pressures, the organisations were 
more likely to use a justification strategy linked to public/mimetic pressures. 
Therefore, although the organisations mainly made claims with no justification, the 
times that they did ‘justify’ them involved relatively unverifiable claims about things 
like ‘listening to stakeholders’ and the like. 
 
In spite of this fact, by considering instances whereby the organisations 
communicated about activities that had been shaped by institutional pressures 
Chapter Seven – Conclusion 
185 
 
(regardless of whether this was their own interpretation of an institutional pressure), 
Chapter Five revealed the answer to Sub-Research Question 2a, which asked, ‘What 
type of rhetoric is being used in relation to each of the institutional pressures?’. This 
research found that while logos was predominately used in relation to regulative 
pressures, the organisations drew on logos and ethos in relation to all three types of 
institutional pressures – regulative, professional, and public/mimetic – though  
pathos was only used to seek legitimacy in response to public/mimetic pressures.  
 
Overall, however, there was an overwhelming use logos, whereby the organisations 
drew heavily on logical arguments to claim that they are being socially responsible. 
This in itself is surprising considering the very nature of CSR, which would suggest a 
greater use of ethos- and pathos-based arguments. In essence, therefore, the language 
being used in CSR reports suggests that CSR appeals are largely symbolic, whereby 
the organisations intermittently drew on institutional guidelines and on their own 
persuasive messages to present logical arguments of why they are socially 
responsible.  
 
Here it is also worthwhile noting that the organisations typically drew on a greater 
breadth of rhetorical appeals when justifying activities shaped by public/mimetic 
pressures than those shaped by regulative or professional pressures. This reflects the 
idea that organisations sought to strengthen their arguments around relatively 
unverifiable claims about things like ‘listening to stakeholders’ and the like by 
drawing on a greater array of rhetorical appeals to rationalise and justify that their 
practices were legitimate. 
 
Through exploring how the organisations communicated about their CSR activities, 
it was highlighted that the organisations drew on a number of strategies to create the 
perception that they were acting legitimately. As Chapter Five noted, this included: 
(a) strategically communicating in a manner to infer moral legitimacy; (b) clearly 
addressing how they were adhering to regulations, legislation, and professional 
guidelines to infer pragmatic legitimacy; and (c) drawing on a variety of strategies 
(we listen to our stakeholders, we have policies in place, we align ourselves with 
guidelines, we have won awards, we have our reports assured) to infer cognitive 
legitimacy. 
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By drawing on the specific rhetorical devices being used in relation to each of the 
pressures and the communication strategies used by the organisations to infer 
legitimacy, Chapter Five also addressed Sub-Research Question 2b, which asked, 
‘What type of legitimacy does this infer in relation to each of the institutional 
pressures?’. Here the analysis shed light on the strategic approach to legitimacy, and 
found that rhetoric was being used to infer: cognitive, pragmatic, and moral 
legitimacy in relation to regulative pressures; cognitive, moral, and pragmatic 
legitimacy in relation to professional pressures; and finally moral and cognitive 
legitimacy in relation to public/mimetic pressures. Overwhelmingly, however, the 
data inferred primarily cognitive legitimacy, in that the organisations would make 
claims about why they were socially responsibly, and draw on institutional 
guidelines and on their own persuasive messages to create the perception that they 
were legitimate, without the need for closer inspection.  
 
7.2.3 Research Question 3 
Research Question 3 asked ‘Is there alignment between why organisations are 
communicating about their CSR activities and how they are communicating about 
their CSR activities?’. This research question was considered in Chapter Six, which 
discussed the findings noted across the research as a whole. 
 
As highlighted in Chapter Six, through exploring: (a) the institutional pressures 
underpinning the activities the organisations were communicating about within their 
CSR reports and, in turn, the type of legitimacy this inferred versus (b) the rhetoric 
used in relation to the activities and, in turn, the type of legitimacy this inferred, the 
study highlighted that there was often a difference between the two. More 
specifically, the findings of this study acknowledged two types of legitimacy – 
institutional legitimacy and strategic legitimacy – and revealed that the actual act of 
performing and subsequently communicating about an activity could infer types of 
legitimacy (institutional) and that this did not necessarily align with how the 
organisations would use language to create the perception that they are acting 
legitimately (strategic). 
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In a practical sense, what this highlights is that within a CSR report, an organisation 
could simultaneously be indicating how it has aligned itself with, and is abiding by, 
institutional pressures, yet at the same time, could use rhetoric to create the 
perception that it was acting legitimately in the eyes of multiple stakeholders with 
divergent interests (Christensen & Cheney, 2011). This research supports Suchman’s 
(1995) view that legitimacy can be both a process and a state, in that organisations 
can simultaneously indicate legitimacy (institutional legitimacy) and seek or manage 
legitimacy (strategic legitimacy) and, in turn, acknowledges both the institutional 
theory perspective of legitimacy, and the rhetorical perspective of legitimacy. In turn, 
this finding would also support O’Connor and Groneworld’s (2013) dual perspective 
approach to CSR, in that CSR can serve as both a form of competitive advantage (i.e. 
the strategic approach) and institutionalization (i.e. the institutional approach).  
 
As was outlined in Chapter Six, and highlighted above, the data suggest that the 
actual act of performing and subsequently communicating about an activity may not 
align with how organisations used language to create the perception that they were 
acting legitimately. This suggests that the organisations often failed to reveal the 
intrinsic motivations behind performing, and subsequently communicating about, a 
CSR activity and instead, strategically used language to create the perception that 
they were acting legitimately in the eyes of multiple stakeholders – not necessarily 
the stakeholder who actually had the power to accord legitimacy. This idea that CSR 
is highly strategic in nature was also supported by the fact that the justification/s 
given by the organisations as to why they performed a certain activity did not 
necessarily align with the institutional pressures noted as underpinning that activity. 
 
It is important here to highlight that this study does not intend to be critical of CSR 
communication, but instead wishes to acknowledge the notion that CSR and its 
subsequent communication is highly complex, being shaped by multiple pressures 
within an organisation’s environment. This was evidenced in Chapter Four, whereby 
multiple pressures were noted in relation to the same activity. In turn, therefore, 
organisations have the complex task of trying to decide which stakeholder 
expectations to respond to and, in a sense, try to appease each of the stakeholders 
through their communication. What we see, as a result, is this dual approach to CSR 
communication, as organisations blend strategic and institutional approaches to 
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communication in order to meet the expectations of a wide range of stakeholders 
(O’Connor & Groneworld, 2013). What this study also highlights is that the mere 
communication of an activity may signal one type of legitimacy, though at the same 
time, the organisation can use language to manage, foster, negotiate, or manipulate 
the perception that they are legitimate. 
 
7.3 Revised model: A summary 
By considering the research questions in conjunction, this research was able to 
consider the links alluded to in the literature in relation to institutional theory, 
legitimacy, and rhetoric, and, in doing so, revise the proposed model outlined in 
Chapter Two.  
 
As outlined in Chapter Six, the revised model (as repeated in Table 7.1) highlights 
that in relation to regulative pressures, logos and ethos may be used, and while the 
actual act of communicating about activities stemming from regulative pressures 
suggests pragmatic legitimacy, the language used in relation to these activities 
suggests cognitive, pragmatic, and moral legitimacy. In regards to professional 
pressures, logos and ethos may also be used, and while the actual act of 
communicating about activities stemming from these pressures suggests pragmatic 
legitimacy, the language used in relation to these activities suggests cognitive, moral, 
and pragmatic legitimacy. Lastly, the findings highlight that in relation to 
public/mimetic pressures, logos, ethos, and pathos may also be used, and while the 
actual act of communicating about activities stemming from the pressure suggests 
pragmatic and cognitive legitimacy, the language used in relation to these activities 
suggests moral and cognitive legitimacy. 
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Table 7.1 (Repeated) Revised model 
Pressure Institutional approach 
to legitimacy  
Strategic approach to 
legitimacy 
Rhetoric 
Regulative Pragmatic Cognitive, pragmatic, and 
moral 
Logos and ethos 
Professional Pragmatic Cognitive, moral, and 
pragmatic 
Logos and ethos 
Public/Mimetic Pragmatic and 
cognitive 
Moral and cognitive Logos, ethos, and 
pathos 
 
7.4 Contributions  
This section considers the contributions noted as a result of this study. Here, it is 
important to emphasise that the key contribution of this study is empirical, in that it 
makes an original empirical contribution to the understanding of the relationship 
between institutional pressures, legitimacy, and rhetoric, in the context of CSR 
reports. While this thesis does extend extant theory – in that it links three theories in 
a way that has not been previously done - theoretical possibilities are constrained as a 
result of the method employed in this thesis. 
 
The following highlights the theoretical and practical contributions stemming from 
this research.   
 
7.4.1 Theoretical contributions  
This study contributes to literature on CSR communication. As was argued in 
Chapter Two, whilst there is a growing body of research considering CSR 
communication, calls have been made to consider the how of CSR communication 
(Maon et al., 2010). The challenge with exploring this, however, is that 
communication research has largely been criticised for failing to consider the macro-
phenomena impacting communication (Jones et al., 2004; Lammers & Barbour, 
2006). To date, limited attention has been given to who organisations need to indicate 
their responsiveness to in relation to CSR and, in turn, why they communicate about 
certain activities in their CSR reports. Without exploring these ideas, and hence 
gaining an understanding of the macro-phenomena impacting CSR communication, 
we limit our understanding of the how of CSR communication. This study sought to 
explore both the why of CSR communication and, in turn, the implications this may 
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have for the how of CSR communication. To do this, this study drew on the notions 
of institutional theory, legitimacy, and rhetoric, and explored propositions drawn 
from these concepts to consider the why and how of CSR communication.  
 
By doing so, this research advances the current body of knowledge in relation to 
CSR communication by considering the macro-phenomena impacting on CSR and, 
in turn, how organisations draw on institutional arrangements to construct persuasive 
arguments about their legitimacy in relation to CSR. This is particularly valuable in 
the neo-liberal arrangements around CSR which rely on relatively light regulation 
and instead place emphasis on self-regulation. This therefore requires organisations 
to use criteria for building their legitimacy around important and vested relationships 
(pragmatic approaches to legitimacy), use evaluative techniques to indicate that 
organisations are doing the right thing and are not just self-interested (moral 
legitimacy), and provide plausible explanations for their activities that in some 
circumstances become taken-for-granted (cognitive legitimacy). In turn, this has 
implications for how organisations communicate their CSR activities in order to seek 
and establish legitimacy. As acknowledged in Chapter Three, this contribution is 
within the specific context of a CSR report. By drawing on institutional theory, 
legitimacy, and rhetoric, the study has offered a model that addresses the why and 
how of CSR communication. In doing so, this study also contributes to the relatively 
small body of work that advocates for the dual approach to CSR, in the sense that 
CSR blends competitive advantage and institutional logics (O’Connor & 
Groneworld, 2013), or as this study positioned it, strategic and institutional 
approaches.  
 
This study also adds to the body of literature linking CSR communication and 
rhetoric. To date, although scholars have increasingly begun to adopt rhetorical 
theory in organisational studies (Green et al., 2009), there are limited studies linking 
rhetoric and CSR communication, and also linking rhetoric, CSR communication, 
and institutional theory. Furthermore, given research that has linked CSR 
communication and rhetoric has tended to be limited to the study of ethos (Ihlen, 
2011) or focuses on the rhetorical devices in isolation (Marais, 2012), this study 
extends the currently literature by considering the interplay of the rhetorical devices, 
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and therefore how logos, ethos, and pathos can be used in conjunction with each 
other in order to strengthen an argument. 
 
Implicitly, this research also provides insights into public relations, given that CSR 
activities are generally developed and communicated by public relations practitioners 
(Black, 2008). Traditionally, public relations has been viewed as a “management 
function” whose aim is to establish and maintain “mutually beneficial relationships 
between an organization and its publics” (Broom, 2009, p. 5; see also Grunig, 1992; 
Grunig & Hunt, 1984). As Porter (2010) suggests, however, this view “squarely 
focuses public relations scholarship on an output rather than an ultimate outcome of 
public relations practices” (p. 127) and, in the process, vilifies “one of the most 
important end goals of real-world public relations strategy, which is to persuade and 
ultimately influence behaviour” (p. 127). Given it has been noted that “rhetoric is the 
essence of public relations” (Heath, 1993, p. 142) and that rhetoric “constitutes the 
core components to public relations” (Elwood, 1995, p. 12) in that it highlights the 
use of ethical persuasion (Porter, 2010), this research adds to the growing literature 
which emphasises the importance of rhetoric in public relations practice. 
 
Furthermore, it has been suggested that whilst the traditional view of public relations 
emphasises the relationship between organisations and publics, this view tends to 
ignore the societal level (or macro-phenomena) (Bartlett et al., 2007; van Ruler & 
Vercic, 2005), and how broader institutional contexts can shape practices and the 
communication of these practices. Giving meaning and practice are interrelated 
(Giddens, 1984), and that the communication of practices assists in creating, 
reproducing, organising meanings and social reality (Cantó-Milà & Lozano, 2009), 
by linking institutional theory, rhetoric, and CSR communication, this study 
implicitly adds to the literature which acknowledges the impact public relations has 
at the societal level and, in turn, how the societal level can impact public relations. 
 
7.4.2 Practical contributions  
When it comes to CSR communication the key challenge for public relations 
practitioners is to manage the complexities associated with the communication of this 
concept in a way that addresses the various institutional pressures and expectations 
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that impact CSR, and to do so in a manner that highlights the legitimacy and 
transparency of the organisation. With organisations’ CSR communication being 
scrutinised in the past by regulators, the media, and the organisations’ stakeholders, 
managers need to understand the crucial role language plays in seeking and 
indicating legitimacy. 
 
By drawing on the model presented in this study, practitioners can consider the role 
rhetoric plays in communication, not only in terms of how it can be used to 
rationalise and justify activities, but also how it can enable them to tailor their 
communication to different audiences in a manner that allows them to be transparent. 
The implication of this, as Leitch and Motion (2011) highlight, is that as 
organisations become better at communicating about their CSR activities, this in turn 
may reduce the scrutiny organisations face from their stakeholders in relation to their 
CSR performance. This, however, leads to the next point. 
 
While this study provides insights into the rhetorical devices used in relation to 
specific CSR activities in an attempt to show what some of the leading Australian 
organisations in CSR are doing, and how communication can be used to rationalise 
and justify activities, it did find that in most cases organisations are not conveying 
the intrinsic motives behind engaging in CSR practices. This research revealed that 
much, if not all, of what is being performed under the banner of CSR actually stems 
from professional guidelines, such as the GRI. Unfortunately, this is rarely 
mentioned by the organisations, particularly the organisations included in this study, 
which are considered to be amongst the leaders in CSR. Instead, they chose language 
in an attempt to portray that they are ‘moral’ organisations that respond to the needs 
and wants of their stakeholders, or used language to create the perception that they 
are legitimate to potentially avoid the need for closer inspection. While this study 
offers insights into how rhetorical devices can be used to rationalise and justify CSR 
activities based on what organisations are currently doing, organisations will 
continue to face scepticism from members of the public if they fail to reveal the true 
intentions and motivations behind the adoption of certain CSR activities.  
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7.5 Limitations 
It is important to highlight the parameters of this study, and note a number of 
limitations to this research. 
 
The first limitation of this research is that only tangible aspects of the institutional 
environment were considered. As outlined in Chapter Three, the institutional 
environment is highly complex and comprises tangible and intangible aspects (i.e. 
tangible aspects include written laws and professional guidelines, whilst intangible 
aspects include education and professional networks). This has resulted in criticism 
of research using institutional theory, whereby because of the complexity of the 
institutional environment, scholars have tended to focus only on one element of the 
institutional environment (such as mimeticism; cf. Mizruchi & Fein, 1999) and, 
therefore, fail to account for alternative explanations, or rely on proxies to measure 
the intangible (Suddaby, 2010). By using CSR reports as the primary source of 
evidence, this research focused specifically on the tangible aspects of the institutional 
environment, or in other words, looked for tangible references to institutional 
pressures. While this does place limitations on the research (in that it does not 
present a complete picture of the institutional environment) it ensures that unreliable 
proxies are not used to make inferences about the intangible aspects of the 
institutional environment. It also enables the researcher to consider alternative 
explanations by considering a range of tangible regulative, professional, and 
public/mimetic institutional pressures. 
 
The use of CSR reports also led to the second limitation of this study. While CSR 
reports are the seminal document for an organisation to make public statements about 
their sustainable developments (Unerman, Bebbington, & O’Dwyer, 2007), 
increasingly organisations use other forms of communication, including websites, 
blogs, and newsletters, to communicate with their stakeholders about their CSR 
activities. As with any research, however, parameters do need to be put in place to 
manage the size of the data, and the decision was made to focus only on CSR reports. 
While this does not diminish the research, it does have implications for the 
generalisability of the study’s findings to other settings. The findings of this study, 
therefore, have been positioned within the context of CSR reports. 
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7.6 Opportunities for future research 
There are a number of opportunities for future research based on this study. 
 
The first opportunity relates to the context of the research and is three-fold. Firstly, 
while still considering the notion of CSR communication, future research could 
consider the types of rhetorical devices used in other forms of communication 
beyond that of CSR reports. As was noted above, organisations also use other forms 
of communication, including websites, blogs, and newsletters, to communicate with 
their stakeholders about their CSR activities. Research could therefore consider the 
similarities and differences noted in rhetorical devices based on the type of CSR 
communication being used. Secondly, this study focused on leading organisations 
within an Australian context.Future research could mirror this research in other 
settings, or across countries. Thirdly, future research could test the links alluded to in 
this study between institutional pressures, legitimacy, and rhetoric in a different 
context. 
 
The second opportunity relates to the method used in this study and is two-fold. 
Firstly, as was noted, this research took the form of a case study, but was limited to 
the analysis of documents. Therefore, future research could add more depth and a 
new perspective by interviewing representatives from organisations who are 
responsible for CSR communication. Secondly, future research could consider CSR 
reports over a longitudinal time frame, noting the differences in the types of 
rhetorical devices used as practices and activities become diffused and are taken for 
granted. 
 
7.7 Conclusion 
In conclusion, this chapter has summarised this thesis by highlighting the 
conclusions noted in relation to the research questions and presenting the revised 
model.  
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APPENDICES 
 
Appendix A – Overview of organisations 
 
The following provides a brief overview of the nine organisations included in this 
study. 
 
3.3.1.1 Case One - Banking 
B.Org 1 
B.Org 1 is a publicly listed company and is one of the five largest and most 
successful listed companies in Australia. The organisation operates in over 32 
countries around the world, with its division in Australia servicing retail, 
commercial, and wealth management customers. On its website the bank states that it 
has around eight million customers around the world, and employs more than 48,000 
people worldwide. At the time of data collection, B.Org 1 was assessed as the 
world’s most sustainable bank by the DJSI for the fourth consecutive year, and has 
been publishing CSR reports since 2004.  B.Org 1 was also included on the 
FSTE4Good index in 2010 (B.Org 1 website, 2012). 
 
B.Org 2 
B.Org 2 was founded in the 1800s and is a public company. B.Org 2 is also ranked in 
the top five companies in Australia. The bank operates throughout Australia, New 
Zealand and in the Pacific region, though it holds office in key financial centres 
around the world. According to its website, towards the end of 2011, it employed 
approximately 38,000 people worldwide and serviced around 12 million customers 
covering consumer, business, wealth, institutional, and government banking, as well 
as insurance. B.Org 1 has been recognised as a global leader for banks by the DJSI 
since 2002, holding the sector leadership from 2002-2007. Although B.Org 1 held 
the position as sector leader at the time of data collection, B.Org 2 reclaimed the 
position in 2011. B.Org 2 has a long history in sustainability, dating back to 1971 
when it launched its community partnership with a well known not-for-profit, and 
has been publishing CSR reports since 2002. B.Org 2 was also included on the 
FSTE4Good index in 2010 (B.Org 2 website, 2012). 
Appendices 
204 
 
B.Org 3 
B.Org 3 is a publicly listed company, and describes itself as a financial services 
organisation. Although the organisation’s major financial services are based in 
Australia, it also operates in New Zealand, Asia, the United Kingdom and the United 
Services, with operations spanning personal, business, wealth, and wholesale 
banking. According to the bank’s website, it services over 12 million customers, and 
employs over 50,000 people globally. A timeline on the organisation’s website 
suggests it has been engaged in CSR-based activities since 1991, with CSR reports 
being published since 2004. B.Org 3 was also included on the DJSI and the 
FSTE4Good index in 2010 (B.Org 3 website, 2012). 
 
3.3.1.2 Case Two – Consumer goods 
CG.Org 4 
CG.Org 4 is a leading, upmarket retailer with stores throughout Australia, selling a 
wide range of products including apparel, cosmetics, homewares, and electronics. 
Having first opened its doors in the 1800s, CG.Org 4 now employees approximately 
10,000 people and has 37 stores throughout Australia. The organisation was listed as 
a publicly listed company in 1995 (ASX, 2012) and is ranked as one of the top 200 
listed companies (CG.Org 4 website, 2012). Although the organisation has been 
included on the DJSI, it is the only company included in the sample which does not 
produce a CSR report. Instead, areas of sustainability are briefly included in the 
company’s annual report. 
 
CG.Org 5 
CG.Org 5 began trading in the retailing business in 1924 and, while it carried a small 
selection of food lines, it was not the late 1950s when the company began to make 
the transition into grocery retailing, opening its first food store in 1957. The company 
became a publicly listed company in 1993, and today its retailing “expertise stretches 
across food and grocery, liquor, petrol, general merchandise and consumer 
electronics” (CG.Org 5 website, 2012). Across the different retailing areas, the 
company has over 3,100 stores across Australia and employs more than 191,000 
people; making is one of Australia’s largest private sector employers in Australia. 
Although the organisation has been publishing reports since 2005 it began its 
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involvement in CSR back in 1986 when it launched a fresh food campaign. Here it is 
worth noting that this organisation was not included on the DJSI or the FSTE4Good 
in 2010, though it was included on the DJSI in 2011, suggesting that its 2010 report 
met the requirements of this framework. Furthermore, while it was noted that this 
company has interests across a number of retailing areas, the focus for this study is 
on its grocery retailing.  
 
CG.Org 6 
CG.Org 6 began retailing in 1914, opening its first grocery and fresh food 
supermarket in 1960. Today, the company states that it is a “leader in Australian food 
retailing”, whereby it has over 100,000 employees working in its 741 supermarkets 
across Australia, and has more than 11 million customer transactions each week 
(CG.Org 6 website, 2012). In addition to being a food retailer, the company also has 
interests in liquor, convenience, and petrol retailing. In 2007, CG.Org 6 was acquired 
by a large conglomerate which is considered one of Australia’s largest listed 
companies whose diverse business interests include supermarkets, department stores, 
home improvement and office supplies, coal mining, insurance, chemicals, energy 
and fertilisers, and industry and safety products (Owner of CG.Org 6 website, 2012). 
While CG.Org 6 itself was not listed on the DJSI in 2010, the company it is owned 
by was included on the Index. Furthermore, while CG.Org 6 does have a 
sustainability section on its website, and published its own brief sustainability report 
in 2010, its activities are also detailed in the sustainability report composed by the 
larger conglomerate, who has been publishing a version of a CSR report since 1998. 
Please note that like CG.Org 5, the focus for this study is on CG.Org 6’s grocery 
retailing division. 
 
3.3.1.3 Case Three - Energy 
E.Org 7 
E.Org 7 lists itself as “Australia’s leading integrated renewable energy company and 
is Australia’s largest private owner, operator and developer of renewable generation 
assets” (E.Org 7 website, 2012). The company was formed in 1937 and was publicly 
listed in 2006. It is also listed as one of Australia’s top 50 companies by market 
capitalisation. Although the company has investments in hydro, wind, solar, 
geothermal, biomass and bagasse energy, as well as landfill gas, it also operates retail 
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and merchant energy and upstream gas businesses with three million customer 
accounts throughout Australia. E.Org 7 is included on both the DJSI and 
FTSE4Good and prides itself on making “Australia’s first carbon trade” (E.Org 7 
website, 2012). According to the company’s website, it has been publishing CSR 
reports since 2004 (E.Org 7 website, 2012). 
 
E.Org 8 
E.Org 8 also claims to be “the leading Australian integrated energy company” (E.Org 
8 website, 2012), whose business includes gas and oil exploration and production, 
power generation, and energy retailing. In Australia, E.Org 8 is the largest energy 
retailer, having over 4.5 million gas, electricity and LPG customers across the 
country, and employs more than 5,200 people. This company is a publicly listed 
company, and is ranked as one of Australia’s top 20 companies in terms of market 
capitalisation. E.Org 8 is included on both the DJSI as well as the FTSE4Good, and 
according to its website, has been publishing sustainability reports since 2001 (E.Org 
8 website, 2012). 
 
E.Org 9 
E.Org 9 is the only government-owned corporation included in this sample, and 
operates as an electricity distributor, retailer, and generator. This company was 
formed in 1999 by joining six regional state electricity distributors and their 
subsidiary retailers and is considered a ‘non-competing’ electricity retailer. Given 
this, the organisation is only permitted to offer customers the government set 
electricity tariffs. E.Org 9 is considerably smaller than the other two energy 
companies in that it operates in one state, servicing approximately 680,000 
customers, though it does have around 4,600 employees. The organisation has been 
publishing a form of CSR report since 2006. 
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Appendix B – Description of CSR reports for each organisation 
 
Table B.1 Description of CSR reports 
Organisation Data source title Description 
B.Org 1 2010 Shareholder and Corporate 
Responsibility Report 
 
The organisation collated its annual review and CSR report into one 46 page report, which, according to the organisation, enabled it to simplify its reports and “provided a more 
complete and balanced picture of our performance and results” (B.Org 1 Shareholder and Corporate Responsibility Review, 2010, p. 5). The organisation began its report with a 
snapshot of the year, followed by the Chairman’s report and the CEO’s report. The report then went on to detail the management board, followed by two pages on each of the 
different regions in which the bank operates (Australia, New Zealand and the Asia-Pacific region). Information regarding the institutional division of the bank was then 
presented, followed by a section entitled ‘[Name of B.Org 1] in Your World’, which detailed the organisation’s education and employment opportunities, financial  capability, 
urban sustainability, bridging urban and rural divides, the organisation’s 2011 CSR targets, and reporting guidelines and awards. The remaining pages of the report highlighted 
B.Org 1’s five-year summary, the directors and their remuneration, a remuneration overview, and concluded with information for shareholders. While the report was largely 
textual, numerous pictures, tables, graphs, and diagrams were utilised throughout. The organisation also frequently used quotes from third parties to support its discussion. 
B.Org 2 2010 Annual Review and Sustainability 
Report 
The organisation integrated its Annual Review and Sustainability Report into one report, which was 50 pages in length. This report was divided into six core sections that built 
on the theme of the organisation’s report that “Sustainability matters”. These sections included: (1) Performance matters (highlights from the year, awards and recognition, 
Chairman’s report); (2) Leadership matters (CEO’s message); (3) Listening matters (stakeholder engagement); (4) Direction matters (strategy and vision); (5) Sustainability 
matters (sustainability approach); and finally (6) Brands matter (section on each of the brands, including quote from executive/managing director of that brand, business unit 
performance, and highlights). Frequent tables, graphs, diagrams, and photos were used throughout the report, in addition to quotes from third parties. 
B.Org 3 2010 Annual Review 
2010 ‘Dig Deeper Papers’ (for Community, 
Environment, People, Supply Chain, and 
Customers) 
B.Org 3 published six separate CSR reports, the largest of which was the organisation’s Annual Review, totalling 44 pages. This Review was an integration of its Shareholder 
Review and Corporate Responsibility Review. B.Org 3’s Annual Review began with a snapshot of its 2010 results, followed by the Chairman’s message, the Group CEO’s 
report, and the CFO’s report. Following this information about the board of directors, executive team, the business, its strategy, and its performance was given. From here, the 
report was divided into the different types of banking the organisation is in (i.e. personal, business, wealth management etc.), with two pages devoted to each type. The report 
then went on to provided information about its customers, people, community, environment, and supply chain, before concluding with a section entitled “Further information”, 
which provided information about B.Org 3’s governance, diversity, risk management, executive remuneration, financial summary, shareholder information, and external 
assurance. The remaining five reports provided more detail in regards to the organisation’s customers (9 pages), people (7 pages), community (6 pages), environment (10 
pages), and supply chain (3 pages). In justifying these addition reports ,the organisation stated that  “in the interest of transparent reporting, and recognising these diverse 
stakeholder demands, we have produced this series of Dig Deeper papers, to provide a broader suite of data for interested readers” (B.Org 3 Dig Deeper Papers, 2010, p. 1). 
While B.Org 3’s reports were largely textual, the organisation utilised frequent diagrams, figures, tables, quotes, and photos throughout the report. Furthermore, the 
organisation’s Annual Review was unique from the other organisations’ reports included in this study, in that each section of this report either had a subheading on the outlook, 
or a box highlighting the organisation’s future focus in that particular area. 
CG.Org 4 2010 Annual Report CG.Org 4 did not publish a separate CSR report, only an Annual Report. This report was 124 pages in length, and was primarily aimed at shareholders. The report began with a 
snapshot of the organisation’s performance analysis, followed by the Chairman’s report and the CEO’s report. The report then went on to detail CG.Org 4’s five-year financial 
statistics, its board of directors, management committee, and corporate governance statement, followed by information about occupational health and safety, and its people, 
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community and the environment. The remainder of the report (from page 36) addressed the requirements of an Annual Report, in that it presented the director’s report, 
remuneration report, financial statements, director’s declaration, auditor’s independent declaration, and finally, an independent audit report. This report was textual, with 
occasional graphs to illustrate information. Here it should be noted that given the majority of the report took the format of an Annual Report and outlined the organisation’s 
financial statements, the analysis focused on the first 35 pages of the report. 
CG.Org 5 2010 Corporate Responsibility Report* CG.Org 5’s report was 81 pages in length. While the company operates in the food and grocery, liquor, petrol, general merchandise, and consumer electronics sectors, the report 
itself was not broken down into separate sectors and/or brands that the company owned. Rather, the report began with a discussion about the scope of the report and the 
company’s various awards and recognition, followed by outlining the brands owned and/or operated by the company. The statement from the CEO and chairman was next, 
followed by the organisation highlighting how it is “doing the right thing”, “understanding out stakeholders and what is important to them”, “engagement framework for our 
stores”,  and “issues of public interest” (CG.Org 5 Corporate Responsibility Report, 2010). From here, the report was divided into six sections: our business, our people, safety 
and health, our neighbours, our planet, and responsible retailing. These sections outlined information across the entire organisation, though data relevant to each brand was 
highlighted where necessary. The report concluded by including the organisation’s independent assurance statement, its actions and outcomes against the UNGC principles and 
the GRI Index. While the report was largely textual, pictures, graphs, tables, and figures were utilised throughout. 
CG.Org 6 2010 Community and Sustainability Report 
2010 Sustainability Report* 
CG.Org 6, as previously mentioned, is a retail grocery store, which is a business unit of a larger conglomerate with interests in, but not limited to, retailing, insurance, resources, 
and chemicals. Both the individual organisation’s (CG.Org 6), in addition to the larger conglomerate’s, CSR reports were considered in this study. CG.Org 6 produced its own 
CSR report, entitled Community and Sustainability Report. This report was only 20 pages in length; however, it was relatively basic, both in terms of the presentation and the 
language used. The Community and Sustainability Report was divided into six sections: about us; training and development of our team; supporting local communities; 
workplace safety; customer trust in our products, value, and quality; and the environment. The controlling company of CG.Org 6 also produced a Sustainability Report, which 
was 78 page long. The report began with the managing director’s welcome, and went on to provide information about the report, the year in review, sustainability scorecard, 
other businesses, and the organisation’s Reconciliation Action Plan. The rest of the report was then divided into the organisation’s business units, which were either wholly 
owned or operationally managed by the organisation. In its respective section, each of the business units summarised its activities for the 2010 reporting period across five key 
principles: its people, carbon emissions and energy management, community investment, environmental footprint, and its contribution to the economy. In its section, CG.Org 6 
also provided information about: the business; the year in review; outlined its achievement against its 2010 priorities, and set its priorities for 2011; stated its sustainability 
highlights; and outlined achievements in the area of governance. 
E.Org 7 2010 Summary Sustainability Report & 
Sustainability Performance Accounts 
E.Org 7 had the lengthiest CSR report out of the nine organisations included in this study, at 120 pages. Its Sustainability Report actually comprised two separate reports: a 
concise 23-page Summary Sustainability Report, and the longer, more detailed, 97-page Sustainability Performance Accounts. Although these two reports had been collated into 
one downloadable report, there were notable differences between the structure and the visual appeal of the two reports. The Summary Sustainability Report was “designed to be 
accessible by a broad range of stakeholders who have a general interest in [name of E.Org 7]’s sustainability performance” (E.Org 7 Summary Sustainability Report, 2010, p. 
ii), and had full page photos at the start of each new section. It began with a message from the chairman and managing director, provided an overview of the organisation, and 
then outlined the organisation’s sustainability blueprint and the future policy landscape. The report was then divided into the following areas: economic, climate change, 
environment, customers, people, and community. E.Org 7 concluded its concise report by stating how the organisation ‘measured up’ by referencing the indexes it subscribed to 
and awards it has won, as well as outlining options for feedback. The Sustainability Performance Accounts, on the other hand, was aimed more so towards shareholders, with 
the organisation stating that it is increasingly “using the Sustainability Report as a vehicle for communicating with investors, with other forums more accessible to community 
stakeholders” (E.Org 7 Sustainability Performance Accounts, 2010, p. 30). This comment was made in the report, after feedback from the organisation’s Customer Council 
suggested that the E.Org 7 should “use language in the report that is more meaningful to customers, and include a ‘customer voice’ via case studies” (E.Org 7 Sustainability 
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Performance Accounts, 2010, p. 30). This feedback was not taken on board by the organisation, with no case studies, nor pictures, included in this report. Similarly to the 
Summary Sustainability Report, the Sustainability Performance Accounts was divided into economic, climate change, environment, customers, people, and community sections; 
however, it was considerably more detailed. In this report the organisation also tabled its performance against commitments made in its 2009 report, as well as showing its 
response to the GRI Index, and a statement from its external assurance. In line with the organisation’s comment that this report was aimed at investors, the inclusion of every 
section of this report, and the subsequent activities communicated about in each section, was justified by the value it created for shareholders.  
E.Org 8 2010 Sustainability Report & online version E.Org 8 published a separate CSR report and annual report in 2010. The CSR report, which was entitled “Sustainability Report”, was available in a concise PDF version, as well 
as being available online. The organisation justified that it was “increasingly moving our reporting information online so it can be more readily available to those who wish to 
see it” (E.Org 8 Sustainability Report, 2010, p. x).  The concise version of the report was 30 pages in length and was divided into ten main sections: commitments, principles, 
and values; managing director’s message; company profile; five year sustainability objectives; customers; communities; employees; investors; company foundation and 
community investment; and about this report. The report was centred on the organisation’s commitments and five-year sustainability objectives, and how it met these objectives 
in relation to its customers, communities, employees, and investors. E.Org 8 used a number of case studies to illustrate its commitments and objectives, with nine case studies 
throughout the report. The report, though largely textual, also integrated a number of pictures and graphs. The online version of the report was slightly more detailed, though 
much of it was an exact replica of the concise PDF version. Additional information outlined in the online version included the information about, and a copy of, its external 
assurance, as well as a section on its GRI disclosure. In this section the organisation explained the GRI and its level of compliance, published a copy of its GRI index, and also 
provided additional information in regards to: customer and product stewardship, planning for the future, community engagement, environmental management, energy use and 
air emissions, health and safety, workforce development, its financial performance, and ethical business and human rights. The online version also outlined a further seven cases 
studies in relation to E.Org 8’s customers, communities, and employees, and had a section outlining additional information, such as the awards it has won and industry 
memberships. 
E.Org 9 2010 Annual Stakeholder Report E.Org 9’s CSR report was integrated with the organisation’s annual report, in a document entitled “Annual Stakeholder Review”. While this report did outline highlights of the 
organisation’s financial performance, a separate financial report was also published by the organisation. E.Org 9’s report was 73 pages in length and divided into seven core 
sections: an overview of the organisation, the year in summary, the chairman’s message, the chief executive officer’s report,  a review of operations, the company’s economic 
performance and its corporate governance statement. Much of the report was focused on the company’s commitment to securing the network and managing peak demand, and 
was characterised by frequent case studies (13 in total) to highlight the organisation’s ‘challenges’ and how it used ‘sustainability in action’ to address these challenges. While 
much of the report was textual, photos, tables, and graphs were also utilised. 
*Denotes that the data source was published by the parent company. 
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Appendix C – CSR activities discussed in reports 
 
Table C.1 CSR activities discussed in reports 
Activity 
B.Org 
1 
B.Org 
2 
B.Org 
3 
CG.Org 
4 
CG.Org 
5 
CG.Org 
6 
E.Org 
7 
E.Org 
8 
E.Org 
9 
 G
o
v
er
n
a
n
ce
 
Annual General Meetings (AGM) x x x x      
Anti-competitive behaviour, anti-
corruption/bribery, continuous 
disclosure and/or insider trading 
   x x x x x x 
Assurance x x x  x x x x x 
Benchmarking, awards, recognition x x x x x x x x x 
Board of directors/ executive leaders x x x x x  x  x 
Code of conduct x   x x x x  x 
Contribute to the development of policy  x x  x x x x  
Corporate governance x x x x x x x x x 
ESG Framework x x x  x     
Future goals on CSR x x x  x x x x x 
Marketing/advertising/labelling x    x  x x  
Mission, vision, values etc.  x x     x  
Privacy     x  x  x 
Product disclosure/information x    x    x 
Risk management x  x x x  x x x 
Whistleblower protection x     x   x 
S
o
ci
a
l 
Anti-discrimination/human rights x x x x x x x x x 
Community investment x x x x x x x x x 
Customer service (including financial 
hardship, dispute resolution) 
x x x x x x x x x 
Employee benefits x  x x x x x x x 
Employee remuneration (including 
remuneration of directors/executives) 
x x x x x  x x x 
Financial literacy x  x       
Freedom of association/union  x x  x x  x x 
Health and safety x x x x x x x x x 
Hours of work, leave, turnover etc. x x x  x x x x  
Indigenous support x x x  x x  x x 
Stakeholder engagement x x x x x x x x x 
Training and career development x x x x x x x x x 
E
n
v
ir
o
n
m
en
ta
l 
Animal welfare     x x    
Biodiversity     x  x x x 
Climate change   x  x x x x x 
Emissions x x x x x x x x x 
Energy efficiency/consumption x x x x x x x  x 
Environmental management/risk x x x x x x x x  
Noise       x   
Renewable energy x x    x x x x 
Transport x  x x x    x 
Waste and recycling x x x x x x x x x 
Water x x x x x x x x x 
E
co
n
o
m
ic
s 
Disaster management         x 
Energy demand/security/network       x x x 
Ethical sourcing x x   x x    
Fees and charges (including energy 
price) 
x x x    x x x 
Financial performance/Dividends x x x x x x x x x 
Supply chain management  x x x x    x 
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Appendix D – Coverage of activities discussed in reports 
 
Table D.1 Coverage (%) of activities discussed in reports 
Activity 
B.Org 
1 
B.Org 
2 
B.Org 
3 
CG.Org 
4 
CG.Org 
5 
CG.Org 
6 
E.Org 
7 
E.Org 
8 
E.Org 
9 
G
o
v
er
n
a
n
ce
 
Annual General Meetings (AGM) 0.18 0.12 0.07 0.09      
Anti-competitive behaviour, anti-
corruption/bribery, continuous disclosure 
and/or insider trading 
   2.38 0.91 0.11 0.06 x 0.03 
Assurance 0.14 0.07 1.25  2.61 3.11 1.59 x 0.37 
Benchmarking, awards, recognition 0.88 2.60 1.07 0.72 4.44 0.78 6.38 0.66 0.24 
Board of directors/ executive leaders 7.18 2.82 6.18 5.42 0.42  0.40  3.55 
Code of conduct 0.87   0.89 0.20 0.04 0.12  0.08 
Contribute to the development of policy  0.23 0.45  0.14 0.06 0.43 1.39  
Corporate governance 0.44 0.77 0.74 0.34 0.63 0.18 0.22 0.83 1.55 
ESG Framework 0.77 1.53 0.60  0.13     
Future goals on CSR 2.87 0.29 1.57  0.71 0.02 1.05 1.36 0.43 
Marketing/advertising/labelling 0.32    0.91  0.22 x  
Mission, vision, values etc.  0.95 1.40     1.06  
Privacy     0.17  0.04  0.17 
Product disclosure/information 0.35    0.17    0.53 
Risk management 0.06  1.25 1.27 0.21  0.51 0.25 3.39 
Whistleblower protection 0.18     0.05   0.11 
TOTAL 14.25 9.38 14.58 11.11 11.65 4.35 11.02 5.55 10.45 
S
o
ci
a
l 
Anti-discrimination/human rights 3.29 0.88 1.46 0.29 2.33 0.28 0.88 1.45 1.08 
Community investment 4.35 2.81 2.54 0.63 3.57 1.89 3.04 6.31 0.81 
Customer service (including financial 
hardship, dispute resolution) 
2.81 2.98 4.98 0.04 0.82 0.06 3.43 4.14 1.45 
Employee benefits 0.16  0.39 0.09 0.89 0.04 0.50 x 0.21 
Employee remuneration (including 
remuneration of directors/executives) 
5.58 1.26 3.26 1.21 0.60  0.25 x 0.40 
Financial literacy 4.04  0.21       
Freedom of association/union  0.37 0.33  0.45 0.06  x 0.07 
Health and safety 0.57 0.55 0.38 0.71 2.06 0.83 1.75 3.14 3.78 
Hours of work, leave, turnover etc. 0.41 0.18 0.11  0.73 0.35 0.42 0.28  
Indigenous support 0.68 0.25 0.57  0.69 0.92  x 0.59 
Stakeholder engagement 3.16 5.02 2.62 0.21 3.30 1.06 5.44 8.78 3.89 
Training and career development 0.87 0.57 0.37 0.33 3.48 0.33 1.19 x 0.83 
TOTAL 25.92 14.87 17.22 3.51 18.92 5.82 16.9 24.10 13.11 
E
n
v
ir
o
n
m
en
ta
l 
Animal welfare     0.80 0.07    
Biodiversity     0.16  0.40 3.06 0.92 
Climate change   0.21  1.11 0.31 1.06 3.11 0.97 
Emissions 1.88 1.73 0.67 0.23 2.41 1.62 4.87 2.83 1.21 
Energy efficiency/consumption 1.97 0.74 x 0.45 0.18 1.21 0.36  0.93 
Environmental management/risk 0.79 0.32 0.63 1.03 0.04 0.60 2.35 x  
Noise       0.46   
Renewable energy 0.52 0.19    0.04 3.19 0.43 0.56 
Transport 0.17  x 0.13 0.15    0.23 
Waste and recycling 0.03 0.28 0.22 0.70 3.11 0.79 0.42 0.20 0.38 
Water 0.01 0.21 0.08 0.08 0.80 0.87 2.06 0.65 0.06 
TOTAL 5.37 3.47 1.81 2.62 8.76 5.51 15.17 10.28 5.26 
E
co
n
o
m
ic
 
Disaster management         0.94 
Energy demand/security/network       0.24 x 4.88 
Ethical sourcing 0.07 0.37   2.30 0.21    
Fees and charges (including energy price) 0.09 0.41 0.61    0.08 0.10 0.28 
Financial performance/Dividends 3.33 4.10 5.58 1.50 0.49 0.78 3.09 3.78 1.88 
Supply chain management  0.65 0.68 0.07 0.80    0.07 
TOTAL 3.49 5.53 6.87 1.57 3.59 0.99 3.41 3.88 8.05 
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x = it was discussed by the organisation in an additional report (either online, or in a separate report/s which supported the 
primary CSR report)  
 
Appendix E – Rhetorical coding excerpts 
 
Table E.1 Rhetorical coding excerpts 
Selected coding examples 
Original text excerpt We have invested significantly over many years to develop an organisational culture that 
enables and promotes the advancement of women at [B.Org 1]. This has included setting 
public targets to increase the number of women in management every year since 2005 and 
getting more women into strategic and line management roles:  
 There are now three women on our Management Board of 12 executives, where in 
2007 there was none.  
 Five female country CEOs lead our business in important markets in Asia such as 
China, Vietnam and Hong Kong.  
 Senior women now run key businesses including leading our operations in 
Bangalore, India; Private Bank in Australia and New Zealand; Retail and Wealth 
businesses in Asia and the Pacific; Global Capital Markets business; and our 
Global Shared Services function. 
Activity Anti-discrimination and human rights 
Language used Claims, evidence and examples, inclination to succeed 
Rhetorical coding Logos and ethos 
Original text excerpt “We have a long history of strong banking relationships with the not-for-profit sector. We 
believe that our role is much broader than simply providing these organisations with banking 
services. One area we deeply believe that we can apply our passion, expertise and insight to is 
around helping homeless Australians.  
In 2011 we are working across three broad areas to help alleviate homelessness:  
1. Facilitating volunteers to work with our community partners to help with homelessness;  
2. Being a community advocate on social and affordable housing initiatives and leveraging 
our institutional insights to assist organisations in the development and management of 
additional resources to meet this growing community need; and  
3. Creating a forum for our customers to share our passion for helping homeless Australians.  
This is a complex issue and we are here for the long haul.” 
Activity Community investment  
Language used Claims, evidence and examples, consistency, ingratiation/self promotion, similitude, emotive 
appeals, figurative speech 
Rhetorical coding Logos, ethos, and pathos 
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Appendix F – Media analysis 
 
Table F.1 Nature of issues outlined in media for banking industry 
Nature of issue Issues identified in the media Number of articles 
Corporate governance 
Anti-competitive behaviour/anti-bribery Competition, power/control 25 
Benchmarking/awards/recognition Awards/recognition/ratings 5 
Board of directors/executive team Executive employment 6 
Contribute to the development of policy Lobbying/policy discussion/regulation 7 
Corporate governance Governance 6 
ESG Framework ESG 3 
Future goals Future goals/planning 5 
Marketing/advertising/labelling Marketing 4 
Risk management Risk management 1 
Security 2 
Bad debts/safety of banking industry 12 
Social 
Anti-discrimination/human rights Diversity 2 
Community investment Community investment 7 
Employee volunteering 3 
Customer service Lending 14 
Customer service/satisfaction 23 
Closing/opening branches 5 
Employee benefits Share scheme 1 
Employee remuneration Executive salaries/bonuses 12 
Health and safety Safety 1 
Training and career development Employee training 2 
Economic 
Fees and charges Fees and charges (including removal of 
penalty fees) 
10 
 Interest rates 60 
Financial performance/dividends Profits/stock market 79 
 Mergers/takeovers/acquisitions 16 
Environmental 
Environmental risk/management Funding of ‘dirty’ mine 1 
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Table F.2 Nature of issues outlined in the media for the consumer goods 
industry 
Nature of issue Issues identified in the media Number of articles 
Corporate governance 
Anti-competitive behaviour/anti-
bribery 
Competition 8 
Bribery 1 
Benchmarking/awards/recognition Awards/recognition 5 
Board of directors/executive team Executive team 10 
Code of conduct Employee misconduct/culture 5 
Contribute to the development of 
policy 
Lobbying/policy discussion 5 
Workplace relations 4 
Corporate governance Governance 1 
Marketing/advertising/labelling Marketing  1 
Risk management Recession 2 
Social 
Anti-discrimination/human rights Diversity 2 
 Anti-discrimination/employee 
misconduct 
5 
Community investment Community investment  1 
Customer service Service/satisfaction 6 
 Expansions/closures 2 
Employee benefits Share scheme 2 
Employee remuneration Executive salary 3 
Freedom of association/union Union 1 
Health and safety Safety 1 
Training and career development Training 1 
Economic 
Fees and charges Grocery prices 1 
Financial performance/dividends Profits/stock market 28 
Environment 
Climate change Climate change 1 
Emissions Emissions 2 
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Table F.3 Nature of issues outlined in the media for the energy industry 
Nature of issue Issues identified in the media Number of 
articles 
Corporate governance 
Anti-competitive behaviour/anti-
bribery 
Competition/power 3 
Anti-corruption/bribery 1 
Benchmarking/awards/recognition Awards/recognition/ratings 9 
Board of directors/executive team Board of directors/executives 2 
Contribute to the development of 
policy 
Policy/lobbying 5 
Corporate Governance Governance 1 
ESG Framework ESG 2 
Marketing/advertising/labelling  Door-knocking/marketing 1 
Social 
Anti-discrimination/human rights Diversity 5 
Community investment Community investment  2 
Customer service Customer service/satisfaction 3 
Employee benefits Share scheme 3 
Employee remuneration Executive pay 8 
Freedom of association/union Union 1 
Health and safety Safety 3 
Stakeholder engagement Community engagement 1 
Economic 
Energy demand/supply Energy supply/demand 10 
Fees and charges Rise in power prices/charges 11 
Financial performance/dividends Profits/stock market  27 
 Merger/acquisitions 31 
Environmental 
Climate change Climate change 32 
Emissions Emissions 25 
Energy efficiency/consumption Energy efficiency 1 
Environmental risk/management Water pollution 1 
Renewable energy Renewable energy 20 
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Appendix G – Industry analysis 
 
Case One – Overview of the banking industry 
The financial sector is the largest contributor to Australia’s national output, and was 
ranked as the fifth leading financial system in the world (Australian Trade 
Commission, 2011). Although there are 56 banks operating in Australia, the industry 
is led by the ‘four pillars’ or the ‘big four’; the four largest domestic banks that hold 
the highest market share in the retail and commercial banking sectors. Three of these 
were included in the sample for this research. 
 
The trend in corporate social responsibility within the bank industry was spurned 
from the deregulation of the industry in 1983. While the deregulation lead to a more 
competitive environment within the banking industry, with foreign banks being 
granted entry into a previously closed market, it also lead to record losses as a result 
of poor risk management practices. A number of banks were forced to shut their 
doors, with B.Org 2, Australia’s first company, being on the verge of collapse.  
 
Facing growing public dissent about the state of banking in Australia, and the 
realisation that the intended benefits of deregulation had not materialised, the 
Australian Financial Institutions Commission (AFIC) was introduced in 1992, and 
served to regulate credit unions building societies. As a result, competition for the 
existing banks was increased yet again. However, this saw significant changes within 
the banking industry, with banks looking for new ways to increase profits and new 
technological initiatives driving change. This included the introduction of ATMs, the 
closure of branches, and the introduction of fees and charges. 
 
In 1997, the Australian Financial System Inquiry (Wallis Inquiry) led to a number of 
reforms to assist in addressing public dissent, and as Bartlett (2007) identified, it was 
around this time that trends surrounding the notion of CSR in the banking industry 
began to emerge in the media. This included access to banking services; customer 
relationships; cost of banking services, employee related issues such as industrial 
relations issues and workplace benefits; the notion of philanthropy; the financing of 
projects impacting the environment; board transparency; and also accountability.  
Appendices 
217 
 
 
To this day, these trends identified by Bartlett are still relevant, with all three banks 
included in the sample addressing each of these concerns annually within their CSR 
reports or on their websites. More recently, the issue of project financing has once 
again become a topical issue within the banking industry, with Greenpeace launching 
an attack against the ‘big four’ banks in regards to their financing of coal mining. 
This attack, which was predominately aimed at B.Org 1 given it was, at the time, the 
leading bank globally in terms of sustainability, came at a time when climate change 
and greenhouse gas emissions were a topical issue within the media as a result of the 
potential introduction of a carbon tax
3
. It should be noted, however, the Greenpeace 
attack on the banks came just after the majority of the banks’ CSR reports were 
published. 
 
Case Two – Overview of the consumer goods industry 
Approximately 89,500 businesses comprise the consumer goods industry in 
Australia, with the industry responsible for employing 685,000 people and creating 
$121 billion in revenue annually (IBISworld, 2012). However, this industry is also 
seeing significant changes that are having an impact on revenue and leading to the 
increased importance of CSR in the industry.  
 
In addition to a global slowdown and changes in interest rates leading to a decline in 
consumer confidence, the industry is also facing growing competitive pressures and 
an increase in the number of alternative sales channels. The industry is also starting 
to see the blurring of roles between suppliers and retailers, as well as a shift in the 
balance of power to retailers. This is particularly the case amongst grocery retailers, 
largely as a result of the introduction of their own private brand labels 
(PricewaterhouseCoopers, 2012). 
 
The consumer goods industry, like the other industries included in this study, is also 
facing the pressure to reduce its environmental impact. One significant change within 
the industry was the launch of the National Packaging Covenant (now the Australian 
Packaging Covenant) in 1999, which is a voluntary initiative by the government and 
                                                 
3
 At the time the data was collected in 2010 the carbon tax had not yet been legislated. 
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industry to reduce the environmental effects of packaging (National Packaging 
Covenant, 2007). This, along with the blurring roles between suppliers and retailers, 
has resulted in the increasing trend towards sustainable supply chain management 
within the industry. 
 
Case Three – Overview of energy industry 
In the early 1990s the energy market went through reforms which saw the industry 
moved from state- and territory-based public monopolies into national supply and 
retail markets, resulting in increased competition (Energy Supply Association of 
Australia, 2012). However, these reforms where never fully completed, meaning that 
prices in competitive retails markets continue to be regulated by governments, at 
both a state and federal level. 
 
As part of these reforms, however, changes in the structure of the industry were 
implemented, particularly along the south-east coast of Australia. These changes saw 
the introduction of the National Electricity Market (NEM) in 1988, which operates as 
a wholesale market in which generators and retailers trade electricity. The NEM is 
governed by the National Electricity Rules (NER), which the Australian Energy 
Market Commission (AEMC) is responsible for reviewing, amending and expanding. 
The enforcement of the NER is the responsibility of the Australian Energy Regulator 
(AER) who, in addition to regulating the wholesale electricity market, is also 
responsible for the economic regulation of the electricity transmission and 
distribution networks. The electricity pool operated by the NEM is managed by the 
Australian Energy Market Operator (AEMO), who in turn is responsible for the day-
to-day operations and administration of the electricity and gas wholesale and retail 
markets (Australian Government, 2012, p. 29; Commonwealth of Australia, 2011, p. 
25).  
 
In 2010, state and territory governments were still responsible for regulating retail 
energy markets, though in 2004, they agreed to transfer several non-price regulatory 
functions to a national framework, called the National Energy Customer Framework. 
This framework commenced in July 2012, and is be administered and regulated by 
both the AEMC and AER (Commonwealth of Australia, 2011, p. 25). During this 
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time of this study however, although the framework had not come into effect, the 
laws and rules underpinning this framework are were in place. 
 
 
These reforms have also seen the push for CSR in the energy industry. Not only did 
the reforms lead to increased competition but, up until the 1990s, investment in the 
electricity generation sector was mainly delivered by government-owned utilities. As 
a result of the reforms and the withdrawal of the government from the markets, 
however, the private sector is now being called upon to deliver future investment in 
the industry (Commonwealth of Australia, 2011, p. xx). This has resulted in 
significant price rises, with the private sector companies not only having to upgrade 
infrastructure as a result of ageing networks and increased demand, but also to invest 
in renewable energy technologies to assist in meeting the government’s Renewable 
Energy Target (RET). Research suggests energy retail prices have increase by 40 per 
cent in the last few years, and are expected to continue to increase over the next 
decade, placing further strain on customers in financial hardship. This is further 
impacted by the government’s commitment to transition to a lower carbon economy, 
and the introduction of a carbon tax (which came into effect after this study was 
conducted) (Commonwealth of Australia, 2011, p. ix).  
 
Here it is worth noting that the transition to a lower carbon economy also creates 
significant environmental issues for the energy industry. This is perhaps best 
summarised in the Government’s Draft White Energy Paper 2011: 
The production, supply and end use of energy intersects with the natural and 
human environment in many ways and it is critical to the ongoing viability of 
our energy resources and energy supply sectors that they operate in a manner 
that is safe and sustainable. Key issues in this regard include ensuring that 
energy production and generation projects efficiently manage their impacts on 
water resources and the natural environment more broadly (Commonwealth of 
Australia, 2011a, p. xxvi). 
 
To conclude, this overview has shed light on industry-specific CSR activities, 
including renewable energy, meeting demand, carbon emissions, water use, and 
financial hardship.  
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Appendix H – Coding framework for justification strategies 
Table H.1 Coding framework for justification strategies 
Strategy Description Representative quote 
No justification In these instances, the organisation simply made a claim and then evidenced the claim, 
but no reason was given as to why the organisation performed the activity, or why they 
were communicating about this practice. In these cases, logos appeals were 
predominately used. 
The Board of [CG.Org 6] contributes up to 0.25 per cent of the Group’s before-tax profit each year (in 2009/10 $3.70 
million was contributed to community organisations). In deciding the distribution of these funds, the Board gives 
preference to activities focused on medical research and health (CG.Org 6). 
As a geographically dispersed organisation, air travel is a critical element of our business. We have reduced emissions 
from employee air travel by 24% since 2007/08, placing us well ahead of our trajectory towards a 20% reduction by 
2010/11. Since July 2008, [E.Org 9] has offset 100% of emissions associated with employee air travel (E.Org 9). 
Agenda Here the organisation rationalised the practice based on the benefits it would have to the 
organisation. While one would expect this justification to be quite pragmatic in nature, 
in addition to using logos arguments, this justification strategy also draws heavily on 
ethos appeals such as similitude, ingratiation, and inclination to succeed. 
By fostering a culture which realises and rewards high performance, our people are empowered to help us reach our 
strategic objectives (B.Org 3). 
We see our community involvement as an investment in our business (B.Org 3). 
[CG.Org 4] has the simple philosophy of demonstrating corporate and community leadership by doing the right thing. 
We are proud of our 86-year heritage and standing in the communities within which we operate. Our engagement and 
investment in these communities is critical to our success (CG.Org 4). 
We firmly believe that to have a healthy business you must have strong and vibrant communities in which to live and 
work and we are enthusiastically meeting the challenges such an objective presents (CG.Org 6). 
Customers The activity was rationalised as being done as a result of engagement of customers, or 
the benefit it would bring to customers. Ethos was generally used here, particularly 
similitude, whereby the organisation attempts to draw similarities between itself and its 
customers, with words such as ‘our’ (i.e. ‘our customers’). 
In 2009/10 [E.Org 7] reviewed the number of languages provided so that the translation service continued to meet the 
needs of customers (E.Org 7). 
[CG.Org 4] has a strong commitment to the community and gives particular support to causes our customers feel 
strongly about (CG.Org 4). 
Providing a customer experience that meets customer needs is imperative to drive long-term growth and value to 
shareholders. [E.Org 7] has an obligation to deliver a service that meets customer expectations, and a responsibility 
for ensuring access to energy for vulnerable customers. (E.Org 7). 
Consumer interest in animal welfare continues to increase, and this is reflected in our sales of free-range eggs and 
chicken meat (CG.Org 5). 
Corporate 
governance 
In instances where this justification was used, it centred on the notion that the activity 
was performed because of ‘good’ corporate governance. Typically, these focused on the 
use of logos appeals, though they were often used in association with ethos appeals of 
expertise and inclination to succeed or consistency. 
In line with the best-practice governance principle of timely and balanced disclosures, we are continuously improving 
the transparency and relevance of our stakeholder communications (E.Org 9). 
The Board views its ongoing support of the highest standards of corporate governance as fundamental to its 
commitment to business integrity and professionalism in all its activities (CG.Org 5). 
Community Here the organisation used the community to justify their practice. In the majority of [E.Org 7] has a responsibility to work with the community to develop mutually beneficial projects, and to sensitively 
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Strategy Description Representative quote 
cases, this was also linked to an organisational agenda, or the sense of duty.While logos 
appeals were used, these were, in most cases, supported by ethos appeals. 
manage the associated environmental, social and financial outcomes. By engaging local communities during the 
project development process, [E.Org 7] is able to deliver and operate projects while satisfying community concerns 
(E.Org 7). 
The variable nature of [E.Org 7]’s development projects necessitates a tailored approach to community engagement 
based upon the needs of individual communities and projects (E.Org 7). 
Employees Here the organisation either stated that the activity was performed based on feedback 
from employees, or highlighted that it is ‘attractive’ to employees. In the case of the 
latter, this was typically linked to the organisational agenda, and the benefits it would 
also bring to the organisation. Logos was predominately used here, though the ethos 
appeal of similitude was also used.  
A diverse workforce and an inclusive workplace culture are attractive to potential employees and provide [E.Org 7] 
with an edge when competing for talent and in retaining talented people (E.Org 7). 
Despite steady progress, feedback from our own employees supports global research highlighting the challenges some 
women face in their careers, for example, the loss of career momentum and responsibilities after taking time out for 
family (B.Org 1). 
Affordability and access to childcare remain key issues for our employees, who are also asking us to further develop 
and embed flexible work arrangements across our business (B.Org 1). 
Guidelines Here the mention of a professional guideline was in itself a form of rationalisation and 
justification, whereby it would assist to build the credibility of the organisation’s 
practices by referencing a third party. In most cases though, the organisation did not 
state “as a requirement of”, instead, the language was more subtle, with phrases such as 
“is consistent with”, “is a facet of”. While the language itself relied predominately on 
logos appeals, there is a link to ethos in that this justification strategy helps to establish 
the organisation’s expertise. It is largely a pragmatic appeal. 
[CG.Org 6]’[s] approach to risk oversight, risk management and internal control has been developed and is consistent 
with recognised industry reference material and guidelines including the ASX Recommendations, “Risk Management 
AS/NZS 4360” (Standards Australia), and publications from The Committee of Sponsoring Organisations from the 
Treadway Commission (COSO) (CG.Org 4). 
Cultural heritage, as a facet of ISO 14001 accreditation, is being included within our developing health, safety and 
environment integrated management system (E.Org 9). 
Investors When using this justification strategy, the organisations either: (a) focused on a profit-
oriented justification or that it was important for shareholders, or (b) highlighted that the 
activity had been done as direct result of investor feedback. There was considerable 
variety in the language used around this justification strategy. For example, as illustrated 
in the first quote, this relied on ethos appeals. The second example uses no ethos 
appeals, and relies solely on logos appeals. The third example utilised both logos and 
ethos appeals. 
We believe that by continuing to address the concerns of customers and improving their experience with us, we will 
drive revenue growth in the medium to longer term (B.Org 3). 
In accordance with a resolution of shareholders at the 2008 Annual General Meeting, the maximum aggregate amount 
that is permitted to be paid to Non-Executive Directors under the [CG.Org 4] constitution is $2.3 million per annum 
(CG.Org 4) 
Since our listing as a public company in 1984, we have emphasised a clear, single commitment ‘to provide a 
satisfactory return to shareholders’. This is an important objective as shareholders own the company, and will reinvest 
for growth if performance is satisfactory. That leads to more employment, more taxes and generally more wealth 
creation for the communities in which we operate (CG.Org 6). 
Legislation In using this justification strategy, the organisation implied, or explicitly stated, that the 
activity was performed as a requirement, or result, of legislation. Here the organisation 
would generally do one of two things: (1) state the piece of legislation and detail the 
[CG.Org 5] complies with the National Privacy Principles for the Fair Handling of Personal Information that sets 
standards for collection, use and disclosure, access, storage and destruction of personal information that we collect as 
part of our business operations (CG.Org 5). 
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Strategy Description Representative quote 
requirements of this legislation (see example 1 and 4), or (2) simply state that the 
organisation abided by the legislation. Logos appeals were used here. It should be noted 
that the organisations tended to used more subtle language, whereby they would say 
“comply” or “consistent with” as opposed to “as a requirement of”. While these 
justifications are very much pragmatic in nature, the use of subtle words hints that the 
organisation has ‘chosen’ to follow the legislation, as opposed to being ‘required’. 
The Statement is consistent with the National Privacy Principles, as documented in the Commonwealth’s Privacy Act 
1988 (E.Org 7). 
Each business unit is required to complete an annual report to the Equal Opportunity for Women in the Workplace 
Agency. These reports outline strategies implemented to enhance the representation of women in our businesses 
(CG.Org 4). 
In Australia the Workplace Relations Act and recent legislation changes have introduced a number of obligations on 
companies to ensure employees are aware of their freedom of association rights and to provide representational 
support during collective bargaining (E.Org 8). 
Organisational 
policy 
This justification strategy involved the reference to an organisational policy, which 
could be used to explain why a practice/activity was performed, or executed, in a certain 
way. It also served to further legitimise the organisation’s action by ceremonially 
indicating that there was a policy to be followed in relation to that activity. Logos 
appeals were predominately used here. In saying that, some ethos appeals were utilised, 
such as inclination to succeed (i.e. we are committed), and occasionally similitude (i.e. 
our stakeholders). 
Our Remuneration Policy was reviewed to ensure our pay and bonus systems encourage and reward appropriate 
risktaking [sic] and achievement of sustainable shareholder returns (B.Org 1). 
[E.Org 9] is committed to being a workplace where ‘no one gets hurt’ and to be recognised as ‘A Leader in Safety’. We 
have developed a comprehensive Safety Management Plan to take us into the next five-year planning period. The plan 
lays the foundation for [E.Org 9] to consolidate and improve upon its overall safety performance through a single, 
coordinated approach (E.Org 9). 
[E.Org 8]’s commitment to sustainability flows from the Commitments we make to our stakeholders and from the 
Principles and Values that guide our decisions and the way we behave (E.Org 8). 
These projects are executed in accordance with [E.Org 7]’s Project Management Framework, which involves a 
structured ‘gated’ approvals process (E.Org 7). 
Stakeholders Unlike the customers, community, or employee justification strategy, whereby the 
organisation named a specific stakeholder, this strategy was used when the organisation 
referred to stakeholders ‘in general’ and thereby, treated its stakeholders as a 
homogenous group. Here the organisation stated that an activity was performed as a 
result of stakeholder expectations or feedback. While logos was used, in that the 
organisation made claims about what stakeholders expected, ethos appeals were also 
utilised, particularly the notion of similitude.  
We are committed to balanced disclosure appropriate to the issue and the degree of involvement desired by our 
stakeholders (E.Org 8). 
The performance of and rewards for banking senior executives were identified as issues of particular interest to our 
stakeholders (B.Org 1). 
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Appendix I – Individual analysis for each organisation 
Table I.1 Analysis for B.Org 1 
Activity 
Discussed 
in report 
Coverage of 
activity (%) 
Institutional pressures Rhetoric 
Regulatory source 
relevant* 
Professional sources mentioned
#
 
Industry 
analysis 
Media 
analysis 
Justification given for 
activity 
Logos Ethos Pathos 
 G
o
v
er
n
a
n
ce
 
Annual General Meetings (AGM) x 0.18 ASX Recommendations, 
Corporations Act 
DJSI. OECD   -, L 1 0 0 
Anti-competitive behaviour, anti-
corruption/bribery, continuous disclosure 
and/or insider trading 
  ASX Recommendations, 
Corporations Act, TPA 
GRI, DJSI, FTSE, OECD, UNCG  x     
Assurance x 0.14  AA1000AS, GRI, ISAE3000   -, G 2 0 0 
Benchmarking, awards, recognition x 0.88  GRI  x -, G 17 9 0 
Board of directors/ executive leaders x 7.18 ASX Recommendations, 
Corporations Act 
GRI, DJSI, OECD x x -, OP, I 9 1 0 
Code of conduct x 0.87 ASX Recommendations, 
Corporations Act 
GRI, ABA   OP 4 1 0 
Contribute to the development of policy    GRI  x     
Corporate governance x 0.44 ASX Recommendations GRI  x OP, CG 3 2 0 
ESG Framework x 0.77  GRI, EP  x I, C, S 5 1 1 
Future goals on CSR x 2.87  GRI   A, S, I, G 9 9 0 
Marketing/advertising/labelling   Corporations Act, TPA, 
ACCC (TPA) 
GRI, ABA  x     
Mission, vision, values etc.    GRI       
Privacy   Privacy Act GRI, ABA       
Product disclosure/information x 0.35 Corporations Act    OP, C, L 3 0 0 
Risk management x 0.06 ASX Recommendations GRI, DJSI  x - 1 0 0 
Whistleblower protection x 0.18 Corporations Act GRI, OECD   - , OP 2 0 0 
S
o
ci
a
l 
Anti-discrimination/human rights x 3.29 ASX Recommendations, 
ADL, EOWA, FWA 
GRI, DJSI, FTSE, OECD, UNGC, 
ABA 
 x - , S, I, E, CM,   G, 
OP, L 
21 6 2 
Community investment x 4.35  GRI, LBG, OECD x x - 17 8 3 
Customer service (including financial 
hardship, dispute resolution) 
x 2.81  GRI,  ABA x x - 14 5 4 
Employee benefits x 0.16 FWA GRI x x -, E    
Employee remuneration (including x 5.58 ASX Recommendations, GRI, DJSI, OECD  x OP, I, - 6 1 0 
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Activity 
Discussed 
in report 
Coverage of 
activity (%) 
Institutional pressures Rhetoric 
Regulatory source 
relevant* 
Professional sources mentioned
#
 
Industry 
analysis 
Media 
analysis 
Justification given for 
activity 
Logos Ethos Pathos 
remuneration of directors/executives) Corporations Act, FWA 
Financial literacy x 4.04  GRI, ABA   CM, - 13 4 3 
Freedom of association/union   FWA GRI, FTSE, UNGC x      
Health and safety x 0.57 OHS GRI   - 4 0 0 
Hours of work, leave, turnover etc. x 0.41 FWA GRI   - 2 0 0 
Indigenous support x 0.68  GRI   - 6 1 0 
Stakeholder engagement x 3.16  AA1000APS, GRI, DJSI, OECD   A, I, S, C, CM, G, E, 
L, OP 
19 12 0 
Training and career development x 0.87  GRI, OECD, ABA x x -, C 5 1 0 
E
n
v
ir
o
n
m
en
ta
l 
Animal welfare^           
Biodiversity   EPA GRI, FTSE, ISO14001       
Climate change    GRI, DJSI, FTSE, UNGC       
Emissions x 1.88 NGER GRI, DJSI, FTSE, ISO14001, NCOS, 
UNGC 
  L, -,  A 11 4 0 
Energy efficiency/consumption x 1.97 EEO GRI, DJSI, FTSE, ISO14001, UNCG   C, -, A, G, L 13 7 1 
Environmental management/risk x 0.79 EPA GRI, EP x x -, A, G 7 5 0 
Noise^           
Renewable energy x 0.52  GRI, UNGC   A, -, C 4 4 0 
Transport x 0.17  GRI   - 3 1 0 
Waste and recycling x 0.03  GRI, FTSE, ISO14001   - 1 0 0 
Water x 0.01  GRI, FTSE, ISO14001   - 1 0 0 
E
co
n
o
m
ic
 
Disaster management^           
Energy demand/security/network^           
Ethical sourcing x 0.07  GRI   OP 1 0 0 
Fees and charges (including energy price) x 0.09  GRI, ABA x x -, C 2 0 0 
Financial performance/Dividends x 3.33 Corporations Act GRI, DJSI, OECD  x - 15 0 0 
Supply chain management    GRI, DJSI, FTSE, OECD       
 Total (count) 221 82 14 
Total (%) 69.72% 25.87% 4.42% 
* Of the 13 regulations and legislation relevant to B.Org 1, it explicitly referenced two within its report: the ASX Corporate Governance Principles and Recommendations (ASX Recommendations) the National Greenhouse and Energy Reporting Act (NGER). 
# 
B.Org 1 mentioned 12 professional sources within its report. While it does abide by the ABA Banking Code of Practice (ABA), it failed to mention this within its report. 
^ Not relevant to B.Org 1. 
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Table I.2 Analysis for B.Org 2 
Activity 
Discussed in 
report 
Coverage of 
activity (%) 
Institutional pressures Rhetoric 
Regulatory source 
relevant* 
Professional sources mentioned
#
 
Industry 
analysis 
Media 
analysis 
Justification given for 
activity 
Logos Ethos Pathos 
1
7
 G
o
v
er
n
a
n
ce
 
Annual General Meetings (AGM) x 0.12 ASX Recommendations, 
Corporations Act 
DJSI 
  - 1 0 0 
Anti-competitive behaviour, anti-
corruption/bribery, continuous disclosure 
and/or insider trading 
  ASX Recommendations, 
Corporations Act, TPA GRI, DJSI, FTSE 
 x     
Assurance x 0.07  GRI, ISAE3000   -, G 2 1 0 
Benchmarking, awards, recognition x 2.60  GRI  x -, G, L,  S 44 17 0 
Board of directors/ executive leaders x 2.82 ASX Recommendations, 
Corporations Act 
GRI, DJSI 
x x C, I, CG, OP 8 4 0 
Code of conduct   ASX Recommendations, 
Corporations Act 
GRI, ABA 
      
Contribute to the development of policy x 0.23  GRI  x CG 2 0 0 
Corporate governance x 0.77 ASX Recommendations GRI  x CG, OP, G 4 0 0 
ESG Framework x 1.53  GRI, EP, UN PRI  x S, OP 11 2 0 
Future goals on CSR x 0.29  GRI   A 1 1 0 
Marketing/advertising/labelling   Corporations Act, TPA, 
ACCC (TPA) 
GRI, ABA 
 x     
Mission, vision, values etc. x 0.95  GRI   -, C, CM, E, I 4 8 3 
Privacy   Privacy Act GRI, ABA       
Product disclosure/information   Corporations Act GRI       
Risk management   ASX Recommendations GRI, DJSI  x     
Whistleblower protection   Corporations Act GRI       
S
o
ci
a
l 
Anti-discrimination/human rights x 0.88 ASX Recommendations, 
ADL, EOWA, FWA 
GRI, DJSI, FTSE, UNWEP, ABA 
 x A, G, L 9 7 0 
Community investment x 2.81  GRI x x -, CM, OP 29 9 3 
Customer service (including financial 
hardship, dispute resolution) 
x 2.98  
GRI, ABA 
x x -, C, A 20 12 5 
Employee benefits   FWA GRI x x     
Employee remuneration (including 
remuneration of directors/executives) 
x 1.26 ASX Recommendations, 
Corporations Act, FWA 
GRI, DJSI 
 x OP, C, I, CG, S, - 5 1 0 
Financial literacy    GRI, ABA       
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Activity 
Discussed in 
report 
Coverage of 
activity (%) 
Institutional pressures Rhetoric 
Regulatory source 
relevant* 
Professional sources mentioned
#
 
Industry 
analysis 
Media 
analysis 
Justification given for 
activity 
Logos Ethos Pathos 
Freedom of association/union x 0.37 FWA GRI, FTSE x  A, - 4 4 2 
Health and safety x 0.55 OHS GRI    -, OP, L 7 3 0 
Hours of work, leave, turnover etc. x 0.18 FWA GRI   - 4 0 0 
Indigenous support x 0.25  GRI   OP, - 2 2 0 
Stakeholder engagement x 5.02  
AA1000APS, GRI, DJSI  
  A, S,  -, OP, C, CM, E, 
G 
35 6 2 
Training and career development x 0.57  GRI, ABA  x x A, - 3 0 1 
E
n
v
ir
o
n
m
en
ta
l 
Animal welfare^           
Biodiversity   EPA GRI, CDP, FTSE, ISO 14001       
Climate change    GRI, CDP, DJSI, FTSE       
Emissions x 1.73 NGER GRI, CDP, DJSI, FTSE, ISO 14001    L, A, OP, C, - 16 7 0 
Energy efficiency/consumption x 0.74 EEO GRI, CDP, DJSI, FTSE, ISO 14001    C,  4 0 0 
Environmental management/risk x 0.32 EPA GRI, EP x x G, - 4 1 0 
Noise^           
Renewable energy x 0.19  GRI, CDP   -, OP 5 1 0 
Transport    GRI, CDP       
Waste and recycling x 0.28  GRI, CDP, FTSE, ISO 14001   - 4 1 0 
Water x 0.21  GRI, CDP, FTSE, ISO 14001   - 2 0 0 
E
co
n
o
m
ic
 
Disaster management^           
Energy demand/security/network^           
Ethical sourcing x 0.37  GRI    OP, G, CG 2 0 0 
Fees and charges (including energy price) x 0.41  GRI, ABA x x C, I 4 2 1 
Financial performance/Dividends x 4.10 Corporations Act GRI, DJSI,  x - , L 21 1 0 
Supply chain management x 0.65  GRI, DJSI, FTSE   OP, G, CG 8 2 0 
 Total (count) 265 92 17 
Total (%) 70.86% 24.60% 4.55% 
* Of the 13 regulations and legislation relevant to B.Org 2, it explicitly referenced two within its report: the National Greenhouse and Energy Reporting Act (NGER) and the Equal Opportunity for Women in the Workplace Act (EOWA). 
# 
B.Org 2 mentioned 10 professional sources within its report. While it does abide by the ABA Banking Code of Practice (ABA), it failed to mention this within its report 
^ Not relevant to B.Org 2. 
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Table I.3 Analysis for B.Org 3 
Activity 
Discussed in 
report 
Coverage of 
activity (%) 
Institutional pressures Rhetoric 
Regulatory source 
relevant* 
Professional sources mentioned
#
 
Industry 
analysis 
Media 
analysis 
Justification given for 
activity 
Logos Ethos Pathos 
 G
o
v
er
n
a
n
ce
 
Annual General Meetings (AGM) x 0.07 ASX Recommendations, 
Corporations Act 
DJSI 
  - 1 0 0 
Anti-competitive behaviour, anti-
corruption/bribery, continuous disclosure 
and/or insider trading 
  ASX Recommendations, 
Corporations Act, TPA GRI, DJSI, FTSE 
 x     
Assurance x 1.25  GRI   - 8 0 0 
Benchmarking, awards, recognition x 1.07  GRI  x -, G, S, L 103 23 0 
Board of directors/ executive leaders x 6.18 ASX Recommendations, 
Corporations Act 
GRI, DJSI 
x x - , I, CM 9 3 0 
Code of conduct   ASX Recommendations, 
Corporations Act 
GRI, ABA 
      
Contribute to the development of policy x 0.45  GRI  x CG, A 6 1 0 
Corporate governance x 0.74 ASX Recommendations GRI  x OP, I, L 10 1 0 
ESG Framework x 0.60  GRI, EP  x S, G, OP, - 19 5 1 
Future goals on CSR x 1.57  GRI   A, C, L 22 10 0 
Marketing/advertising/labelling   Corporations Act, TPA, 
ACCC (TPA) 
GRI, ABA 
 x     
Mission, vision, values etc. x 1.40  GRI   -, I, S 11 5 3 
Privacy   Privacy Act GRI, ABA       
Product disclosure/information   Corporations Act GRI       
Risk management x 1.25 ASX Recommendations GRI, DJSI  x A, OP 6 3 0 
Whistleblower protection   Corporations Act GRI,        
S
o
ci
a
l 
Anti-discrimination/human rights x 1.46 ASX Recommendations, 
ADL, EOWA, FWA 
GRI, DJSI, FTSE, ILO, ABA 
 x A, C, OP, L, G, E, I 28 17 0 
Community investment x 2.54  
GRI, LBG 
x x -, CM, A, C, E, OP, S, 
G 
45 21 4 
Customer service (including financial 
hardship, dispute resolution) 
x 4.98  
GRI, ABA 
x x -, OP, I, C 64 27 14 
Employee benefits x 0.39 FWA GRI x x - 9 1 0 
Employee remuneration (including 
remuneration of directors/executives) 
x 3.26 ASX Recommendations, 
Corporations Act, FWA 
GRI, DJSI 
 x OP, S, I, - 9 1 1 
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Activity 
Discussed in 
report 
Coverage of 
activity (%) 
Institutional pressures Rhetoric 
Regulatory source 
relevant* 
Professional sources mentioned
#
 
Industry 
analysis 
Media 
analysis 
Justification given for 
activity 
Logos Ethos Pathos 
Financial literacy x 0.21  GRI, ABA   CM 4 2 0 
Freedom of association/union x 0.33 FWA GRI, FTSE, ILO x  G, -, L,  6 4 1 
Health and safety x 0.38 OHS GRI   -, G 9 3 0 
Hours of work, leave, turnover etc. x 0.11 FWA GRI   -, G 10 1 0 
Indigenous support x 0.57  GRI   OP, - 12 3 1 
Stakeholder engagement x 2.62  
GRI, DJSI 
  A, I, OP, S, G, C, CM, 
E, - 
66 34 4 
Training and career development x 0.37  GRI, ABA x x - 10 2 0 
E
n
v
ir
o
n
m
en
ta
l 
Animal welfare^           
Biodiversity   EPA GRI, CDP, FTSE       
Climate change x 0.21  GRI, CDP, DJSI, FTSE   A, - 7 2 0 
Emissions x 0.67 NGER GRI, CDP, DJSI, FTSE, NCOS   A, G, - 21 9 1 
Energy efficiency/consumption x x EEO GRI, CDP, DJSI, FTSE   -, G 6 1 0 
Environmental management/risk x 0.63 EPA GRI, EP x x G, S, OP, A, - 10 4 0 
Noise^           
Renewable energy    GRI, CDP       
Transport x x  GRI, CDP   -. G 8 2 0 
Waste and recycling x 0.22  GRI, CDP, FTSE   -, G 14 3 0 
Water x 0.08  GRI, CDP, FTSE   -, G 6 0 0 
E
co
n
o
m
ic
 
Disaster management^           
Energy demand/security/network^           
Ethical sourcing    GRI       
Fees and charges (including energy price) x 0.61  GRI, ABA x x C, - 12 7 3 
Financial performance/Dividends x 5.58 Corporations Act GRI, DJSI  x - , I, A, E, L 42 8 1 
Supply chain management x 0.68  GRI, DJSI, FTSE   CM, OP, - 13 6 1 
 Total (count) 605 209 35 
Total (%) 71.26% 24.62% 4.12% 
* Of the 13 regulations and legislation relevant to B.Org 3, it explicitly referenced four: Corporations Act, Equal Opportunity for Women in the Workplace Act (EOWA), National Greenhouse and Energy Reporting Act (NGER), and the ASX Corporate Governance 
Principles and Recommendations (ASX Recommendations). 
# 
B.Org 3 mentioned 8 professional sources within its report. While it does abide by the ABA Banking Code of Practice (ABA), it failed to mention this within its report 
^ Not relevant to B.Org 3. 
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Table I.4 Analysis for CG.Org 4 
Activity 
Discussed 
in report 
Coverage of 
activity (%) 
Institutional pressures Rhetoric 
Regulatory source 
relevant* 
Professional sources mentioned
#
 
Industry 
analysis 
Media 
analysis 
Justification given for 
activity 
Logos Ethos Pathos 
 G
o
v
er
n
a
n
ce
 
Annual General Meetings (AGM) x 0.09 ASX Recommendations, 
Corporations Act 
DJSI   
CG 3 0 0 
Anti-competitive behaviour, anti-
corruption/bribery, continuous disclosure 
and/or insider trading 
x 2.38 ASX Recommendations, 
Corporations Act, TPA COSO, DJSI  x x 
L, CG, OP 26 3 0 
Assurance           
Benchmarking, awards, recognition x 0.72    x -, L 2 0 0 
Board of directors/ executive leaders x 5.42 ASX Recommendations, 
Corporations Act 
DJSI   x 
- , OP, L  65 11 0 
Code of conduct x 0.89 ASX Recommendations, 
Corporations Act 
  x 
OP, CG, I, L 22 10 0 
Contribute to the development of policy      x     
Corporate governance x 0.34 ASX   x L 11 3 1 
ESG Framework           
Future goals on CSR           
Marketing/advertising/labelling   Corporations Act, TPA, 
ACCC (TPA) 
  x 
    
Mission, vision, values etc.           
Privacy   Privacy Act        
Product disclosure/information   Corporations Act, ACCC 
(PRG) 
   
    
Risk management x 1.27 ASX Recommendations AS/NZS 4360, COSO, DJSI  x OP, L, G, A 10 2 0 
Whistleblower protection   Corporations Act        
S
o
ci
a
l 
Anti-discrimination/human rights x 0.29 ASX Recommendations, 
ADL, EOWA, FWA 
DJSI  x 
A, L,  6 8 0 
Community investment x 0.63    x C, - 13 6 2 
Customer service (including financial 
hardship, dispute resolution) 
x 0.04  
  x 
C 0 3 0 
Employee benefits x 0.09 FWA   x - 2 0 0 
Employee remuneration (including 
remuneration of directors/executives) 
x 1.21 ASX Recommendations, 
Corporations Act, FWA 
DJSI   x 
OP, I, A 10 1 1 
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Activity 
Discussed 
in report 
Coverage of 
activity (%) 
Institutional pressures Rhetoric 
Regulatory source 
relevant* 
Professional sources mentioned
#
 
Industry 
analysis 
Media 
analysis 
Justification given for 
activity 
Logos Ethos Pathos 
Financial literacy^           
Freedom of association/union   FWA   x     
Health and safety x 0.71 OHS    OP, - 15 9 0 
Hours of work, leave, turnover etc.   FWA        
Indigenous support           
Stakeholder engagement x 0.21  DJSI    A, C, I, - 4 6 0 
Training and career development x 0.33    x E, -  7 1 0 
E
n
v
ir
o
n
m
en
ta
l 
Animal welfare^           
Biodiversity   EPA CDP        
Climate change    CDP, DJSI   x     
Emissions x 0.23 NGER CDP, DJSI   x -, L 11 0 0 
Energy efficiency/consumption x 0.45 EEO CDP, DJSI    A, - 13 4 0 
Environmental management/risk x 1.03 EPA 
   
-, I, E, CM, C, S, L, 
OP, A, G, CG 
35 6 0 
Noise^           
Renewable energy    CDP       
Transport x 0.13  CDP   - 5 0 0 
Waste and recycling x 0.70  APC, CDP x  -, G 22 7 0 
Water x 0.08  CDP   L 6 1 0 
E
co
n
o
m
ic
 
Disaster management^           
Energy demand/security/network^           
Ethical sourcing           
Fees and charges (including energy price)      x     
Financial performance/Dividends x 1.50 Corporations Act DJSI  x - , I 27 12 0 
Supply chain management x 0.07  DJSI x  - 3 4 1 
 Total (count) 318 97 5 
Total (%) 75.71% 23.10% 1.19% 
* Of the 14 regulations and legislation relevant to CG.Org 4, it explicitly referenced four: Corporations Act, Equal Opportunity for Women in the Workplace Act (EOWA), National Greenhouse and Energy Reporting Act (NGER), and the ASX Corporate Governance 
Principles and Recommendations (ASX Recommendations). 
# 
CG.Org 4 mentioned 5 professional sources within its report. 
^ Not relevant to CG.Org 4. 
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Table I.5 Analysis for CG.Org 5 
Activity 
Discussed 
in report 
Coverage 
of activity 
(%) 
Institutional pressures Rhetoric 
Regulatory source relevant* Professional sources mentioned
#
 
Industry 
analysis 
Media 
analysis 
Justification given for 
activity 
Logos Ethos Pathos 
 G
o
v
er
n
a
n
ce
 
Annual General Meetings (AGM)   ASX Recommendations, 
Corporations Act 
DJSI   
    
Anti-competitive behaviour, anti-
corruption/bribery, continuous disclosure 
and/or insider trading 
x 0.91 ASX Recommendations, 
Corporations Act, TPA 
GRI, DJSI, UNGC x x 
OP, L 14 3 0 
Assurance x 2.61  AA1000AS, GRI   -, G 6 1 0 
Benchmarking, awards, recognition x 4.44  GRI  x -, G, S, I, L 50 27 0 
Board of directors/ executive leaders x 0.42 ASX Recommendations, 
Corporations Act 
GRI, DJSI  x 
I, CG 2 0 0 
Code of conduct x 0.20 ASX Recommendations, 
Corporations Act 
GRI  x 
OP 2 2 0 
Contribute to the development of policy x 0.14  GRI  x CM 3 0 0 
Corporate governance x 0.63 ASX Recommendations GRI  x CG, I, OP, L,  8 0 1 
ESG Framework x 0.13  GRI   OP 3 0 0 
Future goals on CSR x 0.71  GRI   A, S 9 10 1 
Marketing/advertising/labelling x 0.91 Corporations Act, TPA, ACCC 
(TPA) 
GRI, ISO 14021, PGICC  x 
C, L, OP 12 6 0 
Mission, vision, values etc.    GRI       
Privacy x 0.17 Privacy Act GRI   OP, L 3 1 0 
Product disclosure/information x 0.17 Corporations Act, ACCC 
(PRG) 
GRI   
G 5 0 0 
Risk management x 0.21 ASX Recommendations GRI, DJSI  x A, OP 2 0 0 
Whistleblower protection   Corporations Act GRI       
S
o
ci
a
l 
Anti-discrimination/human rights x 2.33 ASX Recommendations, ADL, 
EOWA, FWA 
GRI, AEND, DJSI, ETI,  ILO, 
UNDHR, UNGC 
 x 
-, OP, L, G 24 13 0 
Community investment x 3.57  
GRI, LBG  x 
-, A, C, I, CM, E, S, G, 
OP 
48 27 2 
Customer service (including financial 
hardship, dispute resolution) 
x 0.82  
GRI  x 
C, - 14 9 1 
Employee benefits x 0.89 FWA GRI  x -, OP 16 4 0 
Employee remuneration (including 
remuneration of directors/executives) 
x 0.60 ASX Recommendations, 
Corporations Act, FWA 
GRI, DJSI  x 
-, OP, L 11 0 0 
Financial literacy^           
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Activity 
Discussed 
in report 
Coverage 
of activity 
(%) 
Institutional pressures Rhetoric 
Regulatory source relevant* Professional sources mentioned
#
 
Industry 
analysis 
Media 
analysis 
Justification given for 
activity 
Logos Ethos Pathos 
Freedom of association/union x 0.45 FWA GRI, ILO, UNDHR, UNGC  x OP 9 5 0 
Health and safety x 2.06 OHS GRI   -, OP, L 27 12 5 
Hours of work, leave, turnover etc. x 0.73 FWA GRI   - 5 1 0 
Indigenous support x 0.69  GRI, AEC   -, OP, G 11 0 3 
Stakeholder engagement x 3.30  AA1000APS, GRI, DJSI   A, S, OP, C, E, I, - 33 15 1 
Training and career development x 3.48  GRI  x A, E, - 31 9 6 
E
n
v
ir
o
n
m
en
ta
l 
Animal welfare x 0.80  GRI, MSC   C, - 12 2 0 
Biodiversity x 0.16 EPA GRI, CDP   L, OP 2 1 0 
Climate change x 1.11  GRI, CDP, DJSI, KYOTO, UNGC  x G, C, -, A 8 1 0 
Emissions x 2.41 NGER GRI, CDP, DJSI, KYOTO, UNGC  x -, G, A, L 30 1 0 
Energy efficiency/consumption x 0.18 EEO GRI, CDP, DJSI, UNGC   A, L 6 1 0 
Environmental management/risk x 0.04 EPA GRI   C, CM 1 2 0 
Noise^           
Renewable energy    GRI, CDP, UNGC       
Transport x 0.15  GRI, CDP   - 7 0 0 
Waste and recycling x 3.11  GRI, APC, CDP x  -, G, OP 41 3 0 
Water x 0.80  GRI, CDP   - 9 5 1 
E
co
n
o
m
ic
 
Disaster management^           
Energy demand/security/network^           
Ethical sourcing x 2.30  GRI, RSPO   OP, G, L, - 31 9 0 
Fees and charges (including energy price)    GRI  x     
Financial performance/Dividends x 0.49 Corporations Act GRI, DJSI  x I, CM 8 0 0 
Supply chain management x 0.80  GRI, DJSI, ETI, GSCP, PGICC x  C, -, OP, A, G 17 5 0 
 Total (count) 520 175 21 
Total (%) 72.63% 24.44% 2.93% 
* Of the 14 regulations and legislation relevant to CG.Org 5, it explicitly referenced seven: Energy Efficiency Opportunity Act (EEO), National Greenhouse and Energy Reporting Act (NGER), Occupational Health and Safety Act (OHS), Privacy Acts, ASX Corporate 
Governance Principles and Recommendations (ASX Recommendations), Australian Competition and Consumer Commission’s Green Marketing and the Trade Practices Act (ACCC (TPA)), and Australian Competition and Consumer Commission’s Product Recall 
Guidelines (ACCC (PRG)). 
# 
CG.Org 5 mentioned 18 professional sources within its report. While it was not included on the DJSI for the period relevant to the study, it was included in the subsequent year, suggesting its 2010 was compliant with the DJSI. 
^ Not relevant to CG.Org 5. 
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Table I.6 Analysis for CG.Org 6 
Activity 
Discussed 
in report 
Coverage 
of activity 
(%) 
Institutional pressures Rhetoric 
Regulatory source relevant* Professional sources mentioned
#
 
Industry 
analysis 
Media 
analysis 
Justification given for 
activity 
Logos Ethos Pathos 
 G
o
v
er
n
a
n
ce
 
Annual General Meetings (AGM)   ASX Recommendations, 
Corporations Act 
DJSI   
    
Anti-competitive behaviour, anti-
corruption/bribery, continuous 
disclosure and/or insider trading 
x 0.11 ASX Recommendations, 
Corporations Act, TPA GRI, DJSI  x x 
L 4 0 0 
Assurance x 3.11  GRI   -, G 17 2 0 
Benchmarking, awards, recognition x 0.78  GRI  x -, G 25 6 0 
Board of directors/ executive leaders   ASX Recommendations, 
Corporations Act 
GRI, DJSI  x 
    
Code of conduct x 0.04 ASX Recommendations, 
Corporations Act 
GRI  x 
OP 2 0 0 
Contribute to the development of policy x 0.06  GRI  x A 2 0 0 
Corporate governance x 0.18 ASX Recommendations GRI  x CG, OP 3 0 0 
ESG Framework    GRI        
Future goals on CSR x 0.02  GRI   - 2 1 0 
Marketing/advertising/labelling   Corporations Act, TPA, ACCC 
(TPA) 
GRI, PGICC  x 
    
Mission, vision, values etc.    GRI       
Privacy   Privacy Act GRI       
Product disclosure/information   Corporations Act, ACCC (PRG) GRI       
Risk management   ASX Recommendations GRI, DJSI  x     
Whistleblower protection x 0.05 Corporations Act GRI   - , OP 4 0 0 
S
o
ci
a
l 
Anti-discrimination/human rights x 0.28 ASX Recommendations, ADL, 
EOWA, FWA 
GRI, DJSI   x 
-, OP, L 16 4 3 
Community investment x 1.89  GRI  x -, A, G, S 99 26 9 
Customer service (including financial 
hardship, dispute resolution) 
x 0.06  
GRI   x 
- 7 5 2 
Employee benefits x 0.04 FWA GRI  x - 2 0 0 
Employee remuneration (including 
remuneration of directors/executives) 
  ASX Recommendations, 
Corporations Act, FWA 
GRI, DJSI  x 
    
Financial literacy^           
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Activity 
Discussed 
in report 
Coverage 
of activity 
(%) 
Institutional pressures Rhetoric 
Regulatory source relevant* Professional sources mentioned
#
 
Industry 
analysis 
Media 
analysis 
Justification given for 
activity 
Logos Ethos Pathos 
Freedom of association/union x 0.06 FWA GRI   x L 1 1 0 
Health and safety x 0.83 OHS GRI    -, OP 34 11 4 
Hours of work, leave, turnover etc. x 0.35 FWA GRI   - 4 0 0 
Indigenous support x 0.92  GRI   -, OP 22 10 2 
Stakeholder engagement x 1.06  AA1000APS, GRI, DJSI   -, C, E, A, I, S, G 32 13 5 
Training and career development x 0.33  GRI   x - 28 6 1 
E
n
v
ir
o
n
m
en
ta
l 
Animal welfare x 0.07  GRI   S, C, - 9 6 0 
Biodiversity   EPA GRI        
Climate change x 0.31  GRI, DJSI  x A, C, I 8 2 0 
Emissions x 1.62 NGER GRI, DJSI  x L, A 26 2 0 
Energy efficiency/consumption x 1.21 EEO GRI, DJSI   -, A, L 35 7 0 
Environmental management/risk x 0.60 EPA GRI   -, OP 10 2 1 
Noise^           
Renewable energy x 0.04  GRI   - 4 0 0 
Transport    GRI       
Waste and recycling x 0.79  GRI, APC x  -, G 36 5 0 
Water x 0.87  GRI   -, G 33 1 0 
E
co
n
o
m
ic
 
Disaster management^           
Energy demand/security/network^           
Ethical sourcing x 0.21  GRI, RSPO   C, G, OP, - 21 3 0 
Fees and charges (including energy 
price) 
   
GRI  x 
    
Financial performance/Dividends x 0.78 Corporations Act GRI, DJSI  x - , CM 17 1 0 
Supply chain management    GRI, DJSI, PGICC x      
 Total (count) 503 114 27 
Total (%) 78.11% 17.70% 4.19% 
* Of the 14 regulations and legislation relevant to CG.Org 6, it explicitly referenced three: Energy Efficiency Opportunity Act (EEO), Equal Opportunity for Women in the Workplace Act (EOWA), and National Greenhouse and Energy Reporting Act (NGER) 
# 
CG.Org 6 mentioned 5 professional sources within its report. While it did not mention the PGICC within its report it does subscribe to this code. 
^ Not relevant to CG.Org 6. 
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Table I.7 Analysis for E.Org 7 
Activity 
Discussed 
in report 
Coverage 
of activity 
(%) 
Institutional pressures Rhetoric 
Regulatory source 
relevant* 
Professional sources mentioned
#
 
Industry 
analysis 
Media 
analysis 
Justification given for 
activity 
Logos Ethos Pathos 
 G
o
v
er
n
a
n
ce
 
Annual General Meetings (AGM)   ASX Recommendations, 
Corporations Act 
DJSI   
    
Anti-competitive behaviour, anti-
corruption/bribery, continuous disclosure 
and/or insider trading 
x 0.06 ASX Recommendations, 
Corporations Act, TPA GRI, COSO, DJSI, FTSE, UNGC  x 
OP 2 0 0 
Assurance x 1.59  AA1000AS, GRI   -, G 8 2 0 
Benchmarking, awards, recognition x 6.38  GRI  x -, G 55 15 0 
Board of directors/ executive leaders x 0.40 ASX Recommendations, 
Corporations Act 
GRI, DJSI  x 
OP 12 0 1 
Code of conduct x 0.12 ASX Recommendations, 
Corporations Act 
GRI, esaa   
OP 3 0 0 
Contribute to the development of policy x 0.43  GRI  x C, I 21 5 0 
Corporate governance x 0.22 ASX Recommendations GRI  x  G, OP, L 7 3 0 
ESG Framework    GRI, UN PRI  x     
Future goals on CSR x 1.05  GRI   S, A, I 48 20 0 
Marketing/advertising/labelling x 0.22 Corporations Act, TPA, 
ACCC (TPA) 
GRI,  x 
OP 4 5 0 
Mission, vision, values etc.    GRI       
Privacy x 0.04 Privacy Act GRI,    OP, L 2 0 0 
Product disclosure/information   Corporations Act GRI       
Risk management x 0.51 ASX Recommendations GRI, COSO, DJSI, ISO 31000  x A, L, G, OP 13 5 0 
Whistleblower protection   Corporations Act GRI       
S
o
ci
a
l 
Anti-discrimination/human rights x 0.88 ASX Recommendations, 
ADL, EOWA, FWA 
GRI, DJSI, FTSE, UNGC,  x 
C, A, E, CM, OP, L 23 8 1 
Community investment x 3.04  GRI, LBG,  esaa  x CM, G, A, E 70 18 6 
Customer service (including financial 
hardship, dispute resolution) 
x 3.43  
GRI x x 
-, OP, A, I, C, L 106 58 7 
Employee benefits x 0.50 FWA GRI  x E, -, A,  14 2 0 
Employee remuneration (including 
remuneration of directors/executives) 
x 0.25 ASX Recommendations, 
Corporations Act, FWA 
GRI, DJSI  x 
E, OP 6 0 0 
Financial literacy^           
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Activity 
Discussed 
in report 
Coverage 
of activity 
(%) 
Institutional pressures Rhetoric 
Regulatory source 
relevant* 
Professional sources mentioned
#
 
Industry 
analysis 
Media 
analysis 
Justification given for 
activity 
Logos Ethos Pathos 
Freedom of association/union   FWA GRI, FTSE, UNGC  x     
Health and safety x 1.75 OHS GRI, AS/NZS 4801, esaa   -, OP, L, G 63 13 4 
Hours of work, leave, turnover etc. x 0.42 FWA GRI   - 7 2 0 
Indigenous support    GRI       
Stakeholder engagement x 5.44  
GRI, DJSI, esaa  x 
S, A, CM, OP, -, G, I, 
L, C 
159 35 12 
Training and career development x 1.19  GRI, esaa   A, I, OP, C 30 1 3 
E
n
v
ir
o
n
m
e
n
ta
l 
Animal welfare^           
Biodiversity x 0.40 EPA GRI, CDP, FTSE, ISO 14001   -, L, OP,  10 4 1 
Climate change x 1.06  GRI, CDP, DJSI, FTSE, UNGC, esaa x x -, S, A, OP 34 8 0 
Emissions x 4.87 NGER GRI, CDP, DJSI, FTSE, ISO 14001, 
UNGC 
x x 
A, -, L, OP, I 157 30 4 
Energy efficiency/consumption x 0.36 EEO GRI, CDP, DJSI, FTSE, ISO 14001, 
UNGC, esaa 
x x 
C, A 6 3 0 
Environmental management/risk x 2.35 EPA GRI  x -, L, OP, A, G, S 61 16 0 
Noise x 0.46  GRI   -, L 12 11 0 
Renewable energy x 3.19 RET GRI, CDP, UNGC x x L, A, -, CM, 93 20 1 
Transport    GRI, CDP       
Waste and recycling x 0.42  GRI, CDP, FTSE, ISO 14001   -, G, L  12 3 0 
Water x 2.06  GRI, CDP, FTSE, ISO 14001 x  -, A, L 55 11 0 
E
co
n
o
m
ic
 
Disaster management    GRI       
Energy demand/security/network x 0.24 AER GRI,  esaa,  x x -, A, C 6 3 0 
Ethical sourcing^           
Fees and charges (including energy price) x 0.08 AER GRI, esaa x x C, OP, - 4 2 0 
Financial performance/Dividends x 3.09 Corporations Act GRI, DJSI, esaa  x I, - 102 19 1 
Supply chain management    GRI, DJSI, FTSE       
 Total (count) 1205 322 41 
Total (%) 76.85% 20.54% 2.61% 
* Of the 14 regulations and legislation relevant to E.Org 7, it explicitly referenced six: Corporations Act, Equal Opportunity for Women in the Workplace Act (EOWA), National Greenhouse and Energy Reporting Act (NGER), Privacy Acts, Renewable Energy Act 
(RET), and ASX Corporate Governance Principles and Recommendations (ASX Recommendations). 
# 
E.Org 7 mentioned 13 professional sources within its report. 
^ Not relevant to E.Org 7. 
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Table I.8 Analysis for E.Org 8 
Activity 
Discussed 
in report 
Coverage of 
activity (%) 
Institutional pressures Rhetoric 
Regulatory source relevant* Professional sources mentioned
#
 
Industry 
analysis 
Media 
analysis 
Justification given for 
activity 
Logos Ethos Pathos 
 G
o
v
er
n
a
n
ce
 
Annual General Meetings (AGM)   ASX Recommendations, 
Corporations Act 
DJSI   
    
Anti-competitive behaviour, anti-
corruption/bribery, continuous disclosure 
and/or insider trading 
x x ASX Recommendations, 
Corporations Act, TPA GRI, DJSI, FTSE  x 
- 1 0 0 
Assurance x x  GRI, ISAE3000   -, G 2 1 0 
Benchmarking, awards, recognition x 0.66  GRI  x -, G, I 127 42 2 
Board of directors/ executive leaders   ASX Recommendations, 
Corporations Act 
GRI, DJSI  x 
    
Code of conduct   ASX Recommendations, 
Corporations Act 
GRI, esaa   
    
Contribute to the development of policy x 1.39  GRI  x I, A, C 13 11 0 
Corporate governance x 0.83 ASX Recommendations GRI  x OP, L, C, CM,  12 9 1 
ESG Framework    GRI  x     
Future goals on CSR x 1.36  GRI   A,  6 4 5 
Marketing/advertising/labelling x x Corporations Act, TPA, ACCC 
(TPA) 
GRI  x 
OP, L 3 3 1 
Mission, vision, values etc. x 1.06  GRI   -, C, CM, E, I, L 4 8 3 
Privacy   Privacy Act GRI       
Product disclosure/information   Corporations Act,  GRI       
Risk management x 0.25 ASX Recommendations GRI, DJSI  x A, OP, G, L 9 1 0 
Whistleblower protection   Corporations Act GRI       
S
o
ci
a
l 
Anti-discrimination/human rights x 1.45 ASX Recommendations, ADL, 
EOWA, FWA 
GRI, DJSI, FTSE   x 
-, CM, OP, L 29 17 1 
Community investment x 6.31  GRI, LBG, esaa  x CM, G, E, S, OP, A 59 18 22 
Customer service (including financial 
hardship, dispute resolution) 
x 4.14  
GRI x x 
-, OP, C, A 43 20 10 
Employee benefits x x FWA GRI  x - 6 1 0 
Employee remuneration (including 
remuneration of directors/executives) 
x x ASX Recommendations, 
Corporations Act, FWA 
GRI, DJSI  x 
OP 8 3 1 
Financial literacy^           
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Activity 
Discussed 
in report 
Coverage of 
activity (%) 
Institutional pressures Rhetoric 
Regulatory source relevant* Professional sources mentioned
#
 
Industry 
analysis 
Media 
analysis 
Justification given for 
activity 
Logos Ethos Pathos 
Freedom of association/union x x FWA GRI, FTSE  x L 7 0 0 
Health and safety x 3.14 OHS GRI, AS/NZS 4801, OHSAS 18001, 
esaa 
  
-, OP 38 16 10 
Hours of work, leave, turnover etc. x 0.28 FWA GRI   - 14 0 0 
Indigenous support x x  GRI   CM, - 2 1 0 
Stakeholder engagement x 8.78  GRI, DJSI, esaa  x S, E, C, CM, OP, - 8 1 0 
Training and career development x x  GRI, esaa   A, -    
E
n
v
ir
o
n
m
en
ta
l 
Animal welfare^           
Biodiversity x 3.06 EPA GRI, CDP, FTSE, ISO 14001   -, C, OP, L 37 17 3 
Climate change x 3.11  GRI, CDP, DJSI, FTSE, esaa x x -,A 19 11 6 
Emissions x 2.83 NGER GRI, CDP, DJSI, FTSE, ISO 14001  x x CM, A, -, L 49 15 3 
Energy efficiency/consumption   EEO GRI, CDP, DJSI, FTSE, ISO 14001, 
esaa 
x x 
    
Environmental management/risk x x EPA GRI  x OP, G 7 2 0 
Noise    GRI       
Renewable energy x 0.43 RET GRI, CDP x x L, -, S, A 30 12 2 
Transport    GRI, CDP       
Waste and recycling x 0.20  GRI, CDP, FTSE, ISO 14001   -, G 9 3 0 
Water x 0.65  GRI, CDP, FTSE, ISO 14001 x  -, A,  OP 10 9 0 
E
co
n
o
m
ic
 
Disaster management    GRI       
Energy demand/security/network x x AER GRI, esaa x x -, A 12 4 0 
Ethical sourcing^           
Fees and charges (including energy price) x 0.10 AER GRI, esaa x x C, - 1 3 0 
Financial performance/Dividends x 3.78 Corporations Act GRI, DJSI, esaa  x - , I 30 16 3 
Supply chain management    GRI, DJSI,  FTSE       
 Total (count) 664 276 82 
Total (%) 64.97% 27.01% 8.02% 
* Of the 14 regulations and legislation relevant to E.Org 8, it explicitly referenced five: National Greenhouse and Energy Reporting Act (NGER), Renewable Energy Act (RET), Workplace Relations Act (WPA), ASX Corporate Governance Principles and 
Recommendations (ASX Recommendations), and Australian Competition and Consumer Commission’s Green Marketing and the Trade Practices Act (ACCC (TPA)). 
# 
E.Org 8 mentioned 10 professional sources within its report. 
^ Not relevant to E.Org 8. 
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Table I.9 Analysis for E.Org 9 
Activity 
Discussed 
in report 
Coverage of 
activity (%) 
Institutional pressures Rhetoric 
Regulatory source 
relevant* 
Professional sources mentioned
#
 
Industry 
analysis 
Media 
analysis 
Justification given for 
activity 
Logos Ethos Pathos 
 G
o
v
er
n
a
n
ce
 
Annual General Meetings (AGM)   ASX Recommendations, 
Corporations Act 
   
    
Anti-competitive behaviour, anti-
corruption/bribery, continuous disclosure 
and/or insider trading 
x 0.03 ASX Recommendations, 
Corporations Act, TPA GRI   x 
OP 1 0 0 
Assurance x 0.37   GRI   -, G 7 2 0 
Benchmarking, awards, recognition x 0.24  GRI  x -, G, I 9 7 0 
Board of directors/ executive leaders x 3.55 ASX Recommendations, 
Corporations Act 
GRI  x 
- , L 65 20 1 
Code of conduct x 0.08 ASX Recommendations, 
Corporations Act 
GRI, esaa   
OP 3 1 0 
Contribute to the development of policy    GRI  x  29 6 0 
Corporate governance x 1.55 ASX Recommendations GRI  x CG, S, L, OP    
ESG Framework    GRI  x     
Future goals on CSR x 0.43  GRI   A, L, OP 4 2 1 
Marketing/advertising/labelling   Corporations Act, TPA, 
ACCC (TPA) 
GRI, QEIC,  x 
    
Mission, vision, values etc.    GRI       
Privacy x 0.17 Privacy Act GRI   L 4 2 0 
Product disclosure/information x 0.53 Corporations Act GRI   S, OP, L 12 4 0 
Risk management x 3.39 ASX Recommendations GRI, AS/NZS 3806, ISO 31000  x OP, L, I, S, C, G 87 21 0 
Whistleblower protection x 0.11 Corporations Act GRI   - , OP 4 2 0 
S
o
ci
a
l 
Anti-discrimination/human rights x 1.08 ASX Recommendations, 
ADL, EOWA, FWA 
GRI   x 
-, OP 28 11 1 
Community investment x 0.81  GRI, esaa  x CM, A, E, -,  25 13 5 
Customer service (including financial 
hardship, dispute resolution) 
x 1.45  
GRI, ISO 10002, QEIC,  x x 
-, C, OP, G, L 39 27 1 
Employee benefits x 0.21 FWA GRI  x -, A 5 4 0 
Employee remuneration (including 
remuneration of directors/executives) 
x 0.40 ASX Recommendations, 
Corporations Act, FWA 
GRI  x 
A, OP 11 1 0 
Financial literacy^           
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Activity 
Discussed 
in report 
Coverage of 
activity (%) 
Institutional pressures Rhetoric 
Regulatory source 
relevant* 
Professional sources mentioned
#
 
Industry 
analysis 
Media 
analysis 
Justification given for 
activity 
Logos Ethos Pathos 
Freedom of association/union x 0.07 FWA GRI  x L, OP 4 0 0 
Health and safety x 3.78 ESA, OHS GRI, AS/NZS 4801, esaa   -, OP, G, L 85 57 25 
Hours of work, leave, turnover etc.   FWA GRI       
Indigenous support x 0.59  GRI   CM, OP, - 11 8 3 
Stakeholder engagement x 3.89  
GRI, esaa  x 
CG, S, C , -, A, CM, 
OP, E, L 
71 47 13 
Training and career development x 0.83  GRI, esaa   A, C 18 20 3 
E
n
v
ir
o
n
m
en
ta
l 
Animal welfare^           
Biodiversity x 0.92 EPA GRI, ISO 14001   A, -, C, OP, G, L 30 13 2 
Climate change x 0.97  GRI, esaa x x A, G, L, C, S, OP, E 18 16 3 
Emissions x 1.21 NGER GRI, ISO 14001, NPI x x -, C, L 35 15 0 
Energy efficiency/consumption x 0.93 EEO GRI, ISO 14001, esaa x x -, A, C, L, CM 17 6 4 
Environmental management/risk   EPA GRI  x     
Noise^           
Renewable energy x 0.56 RET GRI x x OP, A, -, CM, L 16 7 0 
Transport x 0.23  GRI   -, OP 14 2 0 
Waste and recycling x 0.38  GRI, ISO 14001   -, OP 11 3 0 
Water x 0.06  GRI, ISO 14001 x  - 2 1 0 
E
co
n
o
m
ic
 
Disaster management x 0.94  GRI   -, OP, CM, C 8 9 5 
Energy demand/security/network x 4.88 AER GRI, ISO 9000, ISO 9001, esaa, QEIC x x C, -, A,  S, L, OP 76 46 10 
Ethical sourcing^           
Fees and charges (including energy price) x 0.28 AER GRI, esaa x x C 5 10 5 
Financial performance/Dividends x 1.88 Corporations Act GRI, esaa  x - , CM 33 6 1 
Supply chain management x 0.07  GRI   A 1 1 0 
 Total (count) 788 390 83 
Total (%) 62.49% 30.93% 6.58% 
* Of the 15 regulations and legislation relevant to E.Org 9, it explicitly referenced eight: Corporations Act, Electrical Safety Act (ESA), Environmental Protection Act (EPA), Fair Work Act (FWA), National Greenhouse and Energy Reporting Act (NGER), Privacy 
Acts, Workplace Relations Act (WPA), and ASX Corporate Governance Principles and Recommendations (ASX Recommendations). 
# 
E.Org 9 mentioned 11 professional sources within its report. 
^ Not relevant to E.Org 9. 
